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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable Tom
UDALL, a Senator from the State of
New Mexico.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Gracious and merciful God, You
guide the humble and teach them Your
way. What can keep us from praising
You? Even amid life’s toils and tears,
we find tokens of Your care and provi-
dence. Thank You for the beauty of
sunrise and the glory of sunset, for
nourishing food and the support of fam-
ily and friends. We are grateful for the
joys of work well done and for even the
challenges that strengthen our faith.
Lord, we praise You for a nation of rich
resources, high privilege, and enlarging
freedoms.

Thank You also for our Senators and
all who faithfully work with them.
Today, gladden their hearts and reward
them for their service. May they live
this day as a never-to-be-repeated op-
portunity to glorify You. We pray in
Your loving Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ToM UDALL led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 23, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ToM UDALL, a Senator
from the State of New Mexico, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. UDALL thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, there will be a period
of morning business for 90 minutes,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each. The majority
will control the first 45 minutes and
the Republicans will control the final
45 minutes.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the In-
terior Appropriations bill. Last night, I
filed cloture on the bill and the sub-
stitute amendment. As a result, Sen-
ators must have their germane amend-
ments filed at the desk prior to 1 p.m.
today.

I also want to remind Senators there
is a reception and buffet dinner in S.
211 tonight—that is the LBJ room—at 6
o’clock to celebrate Henry Clay in the
Senate.

There is a wonderful story about a
150-year-old painting that was discov-
ered. It is a magnificent painting, right
outside these doors, and we will talk a
little about that tonight. It is historic
and a great way to recognize the suc-
cess of this country over the years.

We will need to be out of session at
5:30 for the Senate reception room to

be swept by the security folks. This
event is hosted by the Senate Commis-
sion on Art, and our spouses will be ex-
pecting us to be on time.

I want to say also that 45 minutes of
our time is going to be controlled by
Democratic freshmen Senators. The
American people are going to see here
today the quality of the people who are
new Senators—all successful prior to
coming here, from many different
walks of life, men and women. As I
have watched these past 9 months the
bringing of these men and women into
Senate business, I am so impressed and
understand how they did so well before
coming here. Today, they are going to
talk about health care.

As an example of the quality of our
Senators—and I am not going to run
through all the freshmen Senators—we
have our Presiding Officer. The Pre-
siding officer had a long and successful
career before coming to the Senate as
Attorney General of the State of New
Mexico, as a long-time Member of Con-
gress, and now as a Member of this
body.

I had one of the pleasures of my life
a month or so ago in being able to go
to New Mexico and spend about an
hour with the Presiding Officer’s fa-
ther—the historic Stewart Udall. What
a wonderful visit we had. We talked
about his brother Morris Udall, whom I
had the good fortune of being able to
serve with in the House of Representa-
tives. I am sure that Morris Udall is
beaming up in Heaven that his son
Mark is now serving in the Senate.

What a quality group of people they
are, and the American people are going
to be seeing them in a few minutes as
they talk about health care. I don’t
know what they are going to talk
about with regard to health care, but I
can almost bet that one of the things
all these fine Senators are going to say
is that we do not have as an option in
health care to do nothing. The status
quo will not work.
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Because of the monopolistic handle
the insurance company has on every-
thing that happens—all the profits
being made by the insurance industry,
the pharmaceutical industry—the cost
of health care is leaving 50 million
American people uninsured, with many
people losing their insurance. Today,
14,000 people will wake up in America
with health insurance and go to bed
without it. In the State of Nevada—
sparsely populated, relatively speak-
ing—220 people will wake up this morn-
ing with health insurance and go to bed
tonight losing it, 7 days a week.

I admire and appreciate the freshmen
Senators speaking out on the need to
do something about health care.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to a period of
morning business for 90 minutes, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each, with the ma-
jority controlling the first 45 minutes
and the Republicans controlling the
second 45 minutes.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time for morn-
ing business not begin until a quarter
to 10.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

—————

HEALTH CARE

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, yes-
terday afternoon I came to the floor to
speak out against one of the tactics
that supporters of the President’s
health care proposal have resorted to
in recent days.

It appears that a particular Senator
has encouraged the administration to
use its powers to clamp down on an op-
ponent of the administration’s health
care policy—to clamp down—to use the
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administration to clamp down on an
opponent of the President’s health care
policy. What is more, the administra-
tion snapped to attention at the Sen-
ator’s request. It followed the Sen-
ator’s advice and almost immediately
the government clamped down on a pri-
vate health care company in my home
State that had been sharing its con-
cerns about the administration’s
health care proposal with seniors on
Medicare.

Yesterday, we saw how legitimate
those concerns were when the Director
of the nonpartisan, independent Con-
gressional Budget Office said the ad-
ministration’s proposed Medicare cuts
would indeed lead to significant cuts in
benefits to seniors.

Let me say that again. We had the
Director of the Congressional Budget
Office just yesterday confirm that
what was said by this health insurance
company to its customers was true.
Yesterday, we saw how legitimate
those concerns were when the Director
of the nonpartisan, independent Con-
gressional Budget Office said that the
administration’s proposed Medicare
cuts would indeed lead to significant
cuts in benefits to seniors. So a part of
the administration is putting a gag
order on a company for telling the
truth to its customers.

First and foremost, this episode
should be of serious concern to millions
of seniors on Medicare who deserve to
know what the government has in
mind for their health care. But it
should also frighten anyone—anyone—
who cherishes their first amendment
right to free speech, whether in Louis-
ville, Helena, MT, San Francisco, or
anywhere else. It should concern any-
one who is already worried about a
government takeover of health care.
Why? Because it seems that in order to
advance its goals, the administration
and its allies are now attacking citi-
zens groups and stifling free speech.

Let’s review. At the instigation of
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, the author of the health care
legislation now working its way
through Congress, the executive
branch, through the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services, has
launched an investigation—believe it
or not, an investigation—into Humana
for explaining to seniors how this legis-
lation would affect their coverage.

One more time: A private health care
provider told its elderly citizens how
its health care legislation might affect
their lives. Now the Federal Govern-
ment is putting its full weight into in-
vestigating that company at the re-
quest of the Senator who wrote the leg-
islation in question. Now we find out
the concerns the company was raising
to its clients were perfectly legitimate,
according to the Director of CBO. So,
for telling the truth to your clients,
you get investigated by the govern-
ment. This is so clearly an outrage it is
hard to believe anyone thought it
would go unnoticed. For explaining to
seniors how legislation might affect
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them, the Federal Government has now
issued a gag order on that company
and any other company that commu-
nicates with clients on the issue, tell-
ing them to shut up—shut up or else.
This is precisely the kind of thing
Americans are worried about with this
administration’s health care plan.

They are worried that handing gov-
ernment the reins over their health
care will lead to this kind of intimida-
tion. They are worried that govern-
ment agencies, which were created to
enforce violations evenhandedly, will,
instead, be used against those who
voice a different point of view.

That is apparently what is happening
here, and to many Americans it is a
preview of what is in store for everyone
under the administration’s health care
plan. It is hard to imagine any jus-
tification for this. But if people behind
this latest effort believe they have
some legal justification for shutting up
a private company, then they need to
explain themselves to the American
people. More specifically, they need to
explain to 11 million seniors on Medi-
care Advantage why they should not be
allowed to know how the cuts to this
program will affect their coverage.

Yesterday, my office called CMS to
ask for the legal authority that would
warrant them imposing an industry-
wide gag order on an issue of public
concern. We are still waiting for a re-
sponse. So this morning I am asking
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services to provide my office with its
justification for telling a company it
cannot communicate with its seniors.

Over the past several months, we
have seen a pattern of intimidation by
supporters of the administration’s
health care proposals, including efforts
to demonize serious-minded critics at
townhall meetings across the country.
Now we are seeing something even
worse, the full power of the Federal
Government being brought to bear on
businesses by the very people writing
the legislation. This was troubling
enough in itself. It is even more trou-
bling now that we are told that
Humana was exactly right—exactly
right in what it was telling its clients.
Americans are already skeptical about
the administration’s plan. They should
be even more skeptical now.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized.

——

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
with a group of my freshmen col-
leagues to discuss an issue that is on
all our minds and on the minds of
many Americans and that is the issue
of health care reform. The subject most
of us are going to address today is what
happens if we do nothing on this criti-
cally important issue because we, as
recent additions to this body, are
united by a simple but important
truth: the rising cost of health care is
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hobbling American business, stressing
family budgets and, if we do nothing
and it is left unchecked, it will explode
our national debt.

While many of my colleagues have
raised important and valid questions
about some of the health care pro-
posals, one of the things I hope all my
colleagues will realize is that doing
nothing to reform our health care sys-
tem is a policy choice. It would be a
misguided choice, an irresponsible
choice, but it is a choice nonetheless.

Today, health care costs in America
consume nearly 17 percent of our GDP.
This is projected to grow to one-third
of our GDP by 2040 if we do nothing.
This chart shows this ever-escalating
cost of health care and its percentage
of our GDP. Here we see the cost in ac-
tual dollar amounts, $2.4 to $2.5 trillion
spent on health care in the past year.

Our per capita health care cost is
double that of virtually every other de-
veloped nation in the world—nations
we compete against every day. As we
come out of this recession and Amer-
ican business has to compete against
these countries around the world, our
economy is hobbled by costs that, on
average, include $3,000 more per em-
ployee due to our higher health care
costs than our competing nations.

If we look at an issue that is equally
important and one that I know our col-
leagues, especially my freshmen col-
leagues, continue to raise—but we hear
concerns about from our friends on the
other side of the aisle—that is the con-
cern about our Federal deficit. The pri-
mary cause of our Federal deficit and
our overall debt is the increasing per-
person costs of Medicare and Medicaid.
We pay more and more dollars in the
Federal budget each year to basically
pay for the same level of care. As this
chart shows, increasing Medicare and
Medicaid costs alone will exceed all
other Federal spending. Clearly, this
situation is not sustainable.

In my home State of Virginia, since
2000, insurance premiums have in-
creased nearly 90 percent, while wages
have only increased 27 percent. If we do
nothing, and this was reaffirmed by the
Business Roundtable report just last
week, nationwide insurance premiums
are projected to double by 2016. This is
of particular concern to small busi-
nesses. Today, small businesses are the
only group that still pay retail for
their health care services. Their size
makes their bargaining power weak
and makes them susceptible to enor-
mous increases in health care pre-
miums.

Once again, it is a policy choice.
Doing nothing means exploding our
Federal debt and deficit. Doing nothing
means doubling health care premium
costs for American families. Doing
nothing means American companies
will be less competitive in a global
market and our small businesses will
continue to pay retail for health care.

Mr. President, I think I speak for all
my freshmen colleagues when I say we
were not elected to do nothing. We did
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not run for office because we were sat-
isfied with the direction of our Nation.
We were elected to work together with
willing Republicans and Democrats to
help turn this country around. I hope
this will be the first of a series of state-
ments from the freshman class, who
are not only here to point out the chal-
lenges we face but to join Senators
from both sides of the aisle who are
committed to getting things done.

I would now like to yield 5 minutes
to my colleague, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire
is recognized.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I
wish to begin by recognizing and
thanking Senator WARNER for his ef-
forts today to organize the freshmen to
talk about why it is so critical that we
get something done to reform health
care in this country. He and I both be-
long to the former Governors caucus,
and I come to this debate with the
work, years of work that I did as Gov-
ernor and the perspective we have to do
something to improve the availability
of health care for all Americans and
certainly for the families in New
Hampshire.

Over the past several months, my of-
fice has responded to thousands of let-
ters and phone calls about health care.
I have traveled all across New Hamp-
shire, talking to small business owners
and families who are desperate for
help. I have talked to health care pro-
viders who are frustrated with the cur-
rent system. Time and time again,
what I have heard is that our health
care system is not working. Costs are
too high and access is too limited. The
status quo is simply not sustainable.
Now is the time to act.

Every day in New Hampshire and
across our country, families are strug-
gling with the rising costs of health
care. It threatens their financial sta-
bility and leaves them exposed to high-
er premiums and deductibles and puts
them at risk of losing their health in-
surance and, in too many cases, finan-
cial ruin. According to one study, 62
percent of bankruptcies in 2007 were
caused by a medical condition. I have a
chart that shows this very clearly.
This is the 62 percent of those bank-
ruptcies that were the result of the
costs of medical care. What is probably
even more concerning is that of those
62 percent, 78 percent of them were in-
sured. So most of the people in this
country who are going bankrupt as the
result of their health care costs actu-
ally have health insurance.

Health care costs are a threat to our
economy, to our small businesses, and
to our working families. The current
health care system is simply
unsustainable for our economy. As
Senator WARNER pointed out, it is esti-
mated that in 2009 our Nation will
spend $2.5 trillion or 18 percent of our
gross domestic product on health care.
That means health care costs account
for 18 percent of the value of all the
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goods and services produced in this
country. If we continue on this current
path, health care will make up over a
third of our economy by 2040.

Senator WARNER showed that in a
chart. This is a graph that shows the
same thing—what happens to health
care costs if we do nothing, as a por-
tion of the entire economy of this
country.

In New Hampshire, our small busi-
nesses are feeling this burden first-
hand. From 2002 to 2006, there was a
more than 40-percent increase in the
cost of health insurance premiums for
New Hampshire businesses. For those
of our smallest businesses, those with
fewer than 10 employees, that increase
was almost double, to more than 70
percent—a 70-percent increase in just 4
years for small businesses in New
Hampshire. That means that, although
our small business owners want to pro-
vide their employees with health insur-
ance, many of them cannot afford it.

Ultimately, it is our hard-working
families who suffer. Today, the average
family living in New Hampshire pays
about $14,600 for their insurance pre-
mium. In New Hampshire, we have the
highest premiums in the country for
those people who have group rates.

I wish to say that one more time be-
cause in New Hampshire we are paying
the highest premiums in the country
for group health insurance. If we con-
tinue on this current path, families
will be paying almost $25,000 in the
next 10 years, by 2019. Again, here is
another graph that shows what is going
to happen to New Hampshire families—
$25,000 in 10 years. This is not afford-
able.

The good news is that we know how
to bring down costs. At the Center for
Informed Choice at Dartmouth, re-
search shows that more spending does
not translate into better outcomes. In
fact, it shows that up to 40 percent of
the time, patients who are engaged in
the decisions related to their care will
choose the less invasive and less costly
procedures. These choices produce bet-
ter outcomes with higher rates of pa-
tient satisfaction.

The health care industry can do bet-
ter for less. We can find savings in our
system. For example, experts have esti-
mated that we can save $5,000 per Medi-
care beneficiary by reducing costly
hospital readmissions. I have intro-
duced legislation with Senator SUSAN
CoLLINS from Maine called the Medi-
care Transitional Care Act. This bipar-
tisan legislation will reduce Medicare
costs and offer better support and co-
ordination of care to Medicare pa-
tients. This will not only improve the
quality of health care for our seniors,
but it will also save taxpayers money.

I was very pleased to see that many
of these provisions were in the markup
that came out of the Finance Com-
mittee.

Although the numbers and statistics
are compelling, it is really the stories
I have heard from my constituents
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which best illustrate why reform can-
not wait. This is not just about poli-
tics, this is about real people.

A few weeks ago I received a letter
from a young woman named Jennifer.
Jennifer and her husband had recently
decided they wanted to start a family.
They both work for small businesses
that do not offer health insurance, so
they shopped around for an individual
insurance plan. The policy they could
afford did not cover standard mater-
nity care, but they were told they
would be covered in case of an emer-
gency: if Jennifer needed a C-section or
if she had other health problems during
the pregnancy.

Unfortunately, Jennifer suffered a
rare complication, a molar pregnancy,
resulting in a loss of the pregnancy and
requiring extensive followup. But the
insurance company told them it would
not cover ‘‘that’” emergency. So during
their time of grieving, Jennifer and her
husband are not only facing piles of
medical bills, they are wondering how
they will ever be able to afford a baby
in the future.

No young family should have to go
through this. We have the opportunity
to stabilize health care costs and re-
form our health care system for people
such as Jennifer and her husband. We
know this is not easy. It is one of the
greatest challenges of our time. But
the time has long passed for action. We
need to act now to stabilize costs and
provide coverage for Americans.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
achieve this goal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague,
the Senator from New Hampshire, on
her very excellent comments. We are
running a little behind. I do want to
come back, if we have time, to talk
about the costs to State budgets, some-
thing both she and I experienced.

I yield 5 minutes of our time to the
distinguished Senator from Delaware.

Mr. KAUFMAN. I thank the Senator.

I join my freshmen colleagues this
morning to discuss the Nation’s health
care system and urge Congress to pass
reform legislation this year. I think
there are two major reasons we need to
enact health reform this year, and they
both require controlling health care
costs.

First, we need to pass health care re-
form because failure to do so could lit-
erally bankrupt the country. Just look
at Medicare and Medicaid. One of the
biggest driving forces behind our Fed-
eral deficit is the skyrocketing cost of
Medicare as well as Medicaid. In 1966
Medicare and Medicaid accounted for
only 1 percent; that is, 1 percent of all
government expenditures. Today they
account for 20 percent. If we do nothing
to start bending the cost curve down
for Medicare and Medicaid, we will
eventually spend more on these two
programs than all other Federal pro-
grams combined.

Medicare spending is growing rapidly
for the same reasons that private
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health care spending is growing rap-
idly: increases in the cost and utiliza-
tion of medical care. Between 1970 and
2007, Medicare’s spending for each en-
rollee rose by an average of 8.5 percent
annually, while private health insur-
ance increased by 9.7 percent per per-
son per year.

The Congressional Budget office esti-
mates that Federal spending on Medi-
care and Medicaid was approximately 4
percent of the Nation’s gross domestic
product in 2008. If we fail to act—and
we cannot fail to act—Federal spending
on Medicare and Medicaid will rise to 7
percent of GDP by 2025. We must bend
these cost curves down and slow the
level of growth in Medicare and Med-
icaid programs if we are ever to get our
budget situation under control.

The second major reason we have to
act is because failure to do so will drive
more and more Americans into per-
sonal bankruptcy. Today bankruptcy
involving medical bills accounts for
more than 60 percent of U.S. personal
bankruptcies, a rate 1.5 times that of
just 6 years ago.

Keep in mind, more than 75 percent
of families entering bankruptcy be-
cause of health care costs actually
have health insurance. I think we have
a popular idea that the people going
bankrupt are people who cannot man-
age their money, who do not have
health insurance. These are people who
have health insurance. Again, two-
thirds of all Americans filing for bank-
ruptcy because of medical bills already
have insurance. These are middle-class
Americans who are well educated and
own their own homes. They just cannot
keep up with the alarming rise in costs
associated with medical care.

We have to act so that Americans no
longer have to worry about how they
are going to afford their medical bills.
We need to pass health care reform and
give Americans more stability in these
rough economic times so they no
longer have to choose between paying
their medical bills or paying their
home mortgages or their children’s tui-
tion payments. Controlling health care
costs is a major reason we need to pass
health care reform today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague
from Delaware for pointing out the
enormous cost of inaction both to our
Federal deficit and to families who are
struggling with these costs.

Now I yield 4 minutes of our time to
the distinguished Senator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to stand with my freshman col-
league this morning. We often share
the back bench, but today we bring our
message front and center. The time has
come for action on health insurance re-
form. We represent the North and
South. For me, everyone comes from
the South. But today we see that no
matter where you live in this country
or what you do for a living the cost of
inaction is simply unacceptable. All of
us can cite alarming statistics from
our States.
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In my State, there are now 133,000 un-
insured Alaskans. The raw numbers
may not be much when compared to
Virginia, Illinois, or Colorado, but in
Alaska that number represents 20 per-
cent of the population.

To me, and I hope to my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, this is unac-
ceptable. Average insurance premiums
in Alaska have doubled in the past dec-
ade to more than $12,000 annually. If we
do not act, they will double again
about the time my 7-year-old son
starts high school. Families cannot af-
ford that.

Already, the average Alaskan family
pays a hidden tax of $1,900 in premiums
to cover the cost of uncompensated
care provided to people without insur-
ance, and it will only get worse as time
moves forward. The problem is espe-
cially tough for small businesses in my
State because Alaska has a high pro-
portion of small business owners: fish-
ermen, float plane operators, construc-
tion contractors, independent realtors,
and the like.

Some 52 percent of all the jobs in
Alaska are held by small business
workers or the self-employed. They
know better than anyone that a broken
health care system leads to lost jobs,
reduced productivity, less investment,
and stalled business growth. Just this
weekend I met with a small business
townhall and there was one clear mes-
sage from them to me, to Congress: Do
something. Do it now. Each one cited
their increases ranging from 14 to 41
percent in health care costs this year
alone. That is why one of the best ways
we in the Senate can strengthen and
grow Alaska’s and American business
is to pass meaningful health care re-
form not sometime down the road but
this year.

I joined the small business majority
earlier this year as they released the
compelling report on the need for re-
form. The bottom line, even with mid-
dle-of-the-road reform: American small
business will spend $800 billion more
than they need to over the next 10
years.

If they can save that, with just the
middle-of-the-road reform, we can save
them money and put it to the best use.
Considering that small business is driv-
ing economic recovery in America,
that is huge. Eight hundred billion dol-
lars saved is available for infrastruc-
ture, innovation, and providing stable
jobs.

It is not just small business that
needs reform. The Business Round-
table, which has been spoken about al-
ready this morning, which represents
much bigger companies, released a re-
port last week that said health care
costs will triple over the next decade to
nearly $29,000 per employee.

There is plenty to debate about
health care reform in the weeks ahead.
I still have questions of my own. But
there is one thing I hear from all
across my State and across this coun-
try, from e-mails and messages we re-
ceive: support for health care reform is
truly support for America’s businesses.
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I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia is rec-
ognized.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my friend
from Alaska for pointing out, particu-
larly, with small businesses, that in
our current system they are the only
people who pay retail for their health
care expenses. Reform must rectify
that.

I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, dur-
ing 11 townhalls in Oregon this August
I heard a lot of heartfelt anger and con-
fusion from Oregonians about health
care in our Nation. I am sure it echoed
the confusion and frustration from
voices across our Nation.

A lot of Oregonians came out to tell
me that they did not like one bit the
description of the reform plan they
were hearing on radio and on tele-
vision. If reform means they would
have to give up their insurance or give
up their doctor, they did not want any
of it.

If reform meant that government
panels would deny care to seniors, then
they wanted me to know that was out-
rageous, that they would never support
it. And I agree with them. If reform
had those features, it sure would not
get my vote. I do not think it would
get a single vote in this Chamber.

But as most of America now knows,
those claims were lies told to scare the
bejeebers out of citizens by folks who
profit from our current health care sys-
tem. It says a lot, does it not, that
those who want to block repairs to our
broken health care system have to re-
sort to creating myths in order to whip
up opposition.

The opponents of reform have their
own plan, which is continue to profit
from the current system, our current
broken system. Their plan, simply put,
is a terrible plan for America. The op-
ponents’ status quo plan features shut-
ting out folks with potential health
care risks, those who most need health
care, from our health care system.
Their plan features denying coverage
for citizens with preexisting condi-
tions. Their plan involves dumping
citizens out of coverage who, after
years of paying their premiums, de-
velop a health care problem and then
they lose their health care.

The opponents’ status quo plan is to
continue a broken system in which pre-
miums double every 7 years, putting
health care out of reach to America’s
working families and robbing workers
of their pay raises that could improve
their standard of living.

The opponents’ plan is to continue
health care rationing by insurance
company bureaucrats who make money
denying the claims. The opponents’
plan is to continue lifetime limits that
pile massive debt on those unfortunate
enough to get sick or injured.

The opponent’s plan is to continue a
system in which health care costs drive
more than half the bankruptcies in
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America, tearing the financial founda-
tions out of our working families, set-
ting them back decades, if, in fact,
they ever recover at all.

What I did hear from citizens back
home is they do not like that status
quo plan. They want to see those prob-
lems fixed. They want an individual to
be able to join a pool and get a much
better deal. They as a small business
want to know that they will be able to
control health care costs and keep pro-
viding health insurance, and maybe
even get a better deal, and not have to
pay the transfer costs of all of the folks
who do not have health care and end up
in the emergency room.

So for small businesses to thrive in
our Nation, for American families to
thrive, for large businesses to compete
internationally, we must fix our bro-
ken health care system. The status quo
plan put forward by opponents is sim-
ply wrong for America, wrong for fami-
lies and wrong for business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my friend
from Oregon for pointing out, in vivid
terms, the challenges the status quo
presents to so many American families.
I yield 4 minutes to my friend, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am here with my fellow fresh-
men Senators because we are united in
our determination to pass health insur-
ance reform this year. Our late and
giant colleague Senator Ted Kennedy
said it best when he called health re-
form ‘‘the great unfinished business of
society.”

We are presented this fall with a his-
toric opportunity to finally succeed,
and, for me, failure is not an option.
The cost of inaction is too great, both
for American families and for our econ-
omy. We have a bloated $12 trillion
Federal debt which is being fed every
day by growing health care costs.
Every day, small and large businesses
are laying off workers and slashing
benefits to their employees. Those
Americans who have coverage still do
not have the peace of mind that comes
from Kknowing insurance companies
will keep their promises. Premiums are
rising at three times the rate of wages.
The number of uninsured is growing at
a faster rate every day. In my State of
Colorado, nearly one in four is unin-
sured in some areas. The Treasury De-
partment recently released a study
showing that one out of every two
Americans will lose coverage at some
point over the next 10 years. We can’t
allow this to become America’s future,
but it will if we don’t act now.

There are many reasons health care
reform cannot wait, but there is one
that I know strikes a chord with many
Coloradans; that is, the lack of freedom
our current system provides. Workers
across our country are afraid to leave
their jobs for fear they won’t be able to
provide health care to their families.

That lack of freedom affects our
economy because fostering the growth
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of small business is one of the keys to
economic success. In our current sys-
tem, Americans are afraid to follow
their dreams and start a small business
or travel to go to work for a new com-
pany. Small businesses run on thinner
margins than their big-company coun-
terparts, and they are being hit hardest
by the rise in health care costs. In Col-
orado, we have a disproportionate
share of small businesses. As a result,
we have more citizens who are unin-
sured. Those who do offer benefits are
finding themselves increasingly facing
no-win decisions. They are faced with
either hiring fewer employees or slash-
ing benefits or dropping coverage com-
pletely or, in some cases, going out of
business forever.

The proposals in front of us are tai-
lor-made to help small businesses. The
ideas in place would provide tax credits
and create a simplified, well-regulated,
pooled marketplace to help small busi-
nesses find cheaper and higher quality
coverage. It is estimated that reform
will save small businesses more than
$5600 billion over 10 years or more than
$3,600 per worker. That is real money
that can be reinvested in business
growth and adding additional jobs to
fuel our economic recovery.

The burden on individuals is only one
of the culprits preventing economic
growth. Our deepening Federal deficit
and long-term fiscal outlook are also
closely linked to a broken system. As
President Obama said in his address to
Congress 2 weeks ago: Our Nation’s
health care problem is our deficit prob-
lem. Just think, we spend $2 trillion on
health care per year. That is more than
$1 out of every $5 spent in the econ-
omy, more than twice what any other
industrialized nation spends. I think
we would all agree we are not twice as
healthy for our money. If this number
continues to grow, there is no hope for
reining in long-term deficits.

Health insurance reform is a golden
opportunity to begin to control our
deficit. We can and we need to grab
this opportunity and make health care
the springboard from which we clean
up our long-term fiscal mess. The
President reminded us that the growth
of health care costs, if slowed by one-
tenth of 1 percent a year, would help
bring down the deficit by $4 trillion.

There are many excellent ideas on
the table to help us get there—by en-
suring Medicare’s solvency, reforming
Medicare’s payment structure to bring
down cost growth in the long-term, and
discouraging overgenerous health plans
which encourage overutilization of the
system.

As Senator WARNER and others have
pointed out, many of the proposals
being discussed are politically difficult
to support. But not facing politically
difficult decisions head-on is what has
caused so much of the inertia that has
brought us to where we are today. We
don’t all agree on exactly the best way
forward, but we do agree it is time for
every Member of Congress and every
Member of the Senate to think about
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health insurance reform for what it is:
a huge and necessary step to putting
our economy back on track and finally
providing stability, security, and free-
dom to the people. If we do this, I know
we can find common ground. We must
because the cost of inaction is too
great.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Colorado.

We are hearing a common theme.
These freshman Members all care
about driving down cost, and they see
health care reform as stimulative to
the American economy and recognize
that ensuring the growth of our econ-
omy means we have to get the deficit
under control. That means driving
health care costs down.

I yield 4 minutes to my colleague
from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
President, I am proud to join our class
today to talk about the cost of inac-
tion.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
President, health insurance reform is
one of the defining challenges of our
time. Every person in our country has
a stake in what we do at this moment,
in this place. And while there are a lot
of proposals out there, there is one
thing we know for sure: Maintaining
the status quo is not an option.

It is what has been done for years. It
has been the easy choice. Kick the can
down the road a couple yards ... a
couple of years ... but never get at
the root of the problem. Maintaining
the status quo is the one coward’s way
out. And one doesn’t need an econom-
ics degree to see where that approach
has gotten us.

Part of meeting the challenge of re-
forming health insurance is being hon-
est about the consequences we face if
we don’t. So I rise today to talk about
the high price of doing nothing.

It is a price we will all pay—a human
price, an economic price, a societal
price. All equally devastating if we
don’t muster the courage, if we don’t
have the political will to stand up and
say: Not anymore. Not on our watch.

The human price is the price we feel
most personally when we see our fam-
ily, our friends, our neighbors strug-
gling to obtain health care, to afford
health care, or to hold on to the health
care they already have.

If we do nothing—if we maintain the
status quo—more Americans will be
uninsured or underinsured. More Amer-
icans will become sick. More will die
because of lack of care, and more fami-
lies will experience financial ruin.

A new report that came out last
week found that family premiums have
already increased by about 5 percent
this year. Over the past 10 years, pre-
miums have gone up 131 percent. It is a
vicious cycle. America’s families,
America’s workers and businesses—es-
pecially small businesses—can’t keep
up.

In New Mexico, we have been paying
the human price of the status quo for
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years. In my State, nearly one in four
residents lacks health insurance. That
makes us the second-highest uninsured
State in the Nation. And three-quar-
ters of uninsured New Mexicans work
or are from working families. Added to
that, 80 more New Mexicans lose their
health care coverage every day.

People like a woman I met in Raton,
NM, last month. She and her husband
just got a renewal notice from their
health care insurer. Their premium
rose 24 percent this year alone. It is an
increase they can’t afford, and they
don’t know what to do. They are pay-
ing the human price for the status quo.

Along with the human price, there is
the economic price.

By now it is a familiar refrain. The
health care system as we know it is
unsustainable. It is unsustainable for
taxpayers, who are picking up the costs
for those who can’t afford or can’t ob-
tain insurance on their own. It is
unsustainable for businesses which
aren’t able to afford skyrocketing costs
to cover their employees. And it is
unsustainable for our government. As
President Obama said recently:

Our health care problem is our deficit
problem. Nothing else even comes close.

Without health care reform, if we do
nothing but maintain the status quo,
the problems that seem insurmount-
able today will look like child’s play
compared with the catastrophic news
of tomorrow.

If we fail to act, the number of unin-
sured Americans will increase from
more than 46 million last year to more
than 53 million in 2019. And that is a
best case scenario. The actual number
could be as high as almost 58 million.
For New Mexico, failure to act would
mean that insured New Mexicans con-
tinue paying $2,300 in hidden subsidies
for the uninsured.

If we fail to act, U.S. spending on
health care will climb from almost $2.4
trillion last year to almost $4.3 trillion
in 2017. And insurance companies will
continue to profit at the expense of
America’s health and America’s pock-
etbooks.

If we fail to act, businesses will con-
tinue to flounder under the crushing
costs of health care coverage. Fewer
businesses will open their doors. More
will call it quits for good. And, most
chillingly, the entrepreneurial spirit
that is so uniquely American could be
badly damaged.

If we fail to act, government at all
levels will suffer. Budgets will continue
to shrink. Priorities like education, en-
ergy innovation and job creation will
continue to be underfunded. Americans
will continue to pay the economic
price.

Finally, along with the human and
economic costs, there is one more price
to consider if we don’t step up to our
responsibilities and deliver on health
care. That price is more figurative, but
no less painful.

I am talking about the price we pay
as a country for not living up to the
ideals on which America was founded.
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America is heralded as the land of op-
portunity. But realizing that oppor-
tunity should not be dependent on
whether you have enough money in
your bank account to afford health
care.

America is a place where ‘‘all men
are created equal.” But how can that
be true if access to something as funda-
mental as health care is divided be-
tween the haves and have nots?

Harry Truman—who was the first
President to attempt to provide every
American with health care—put it sim-
ply:

We are a rich nation and can afford many
things. But ill-health which can be prevented
or cured is one thing we cannot afford.

More than 60 years later, his words
ring true:

We cannot afford ill-health which can be
prevented or cured.

We cannot afford to maintain the
status quo.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I know
our time allotment is drawing to a
close and we still have more Senators
who wish to speak.

I yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. BURRIS. Mr. President, I am
honored to be able to join my freshman
colleagues as we speak on this impor-
tant issue of health care reform. On
September 9, the President stood be-
fore the Congress and issued a resound-
ing call for health care reform. It is
time for us to answer. We need to rec-
ognize, as our President does, that this
is our moment to stand for freedom
and opportunity.

Health care reform is nothing less
than a moral imperative. For years,
costs have been rising and the quality
of care has been going down. For the
giant corporations that provide health
insurance, rising costs have meant ris-
ing profits. They rake in millions of
dollars by denying coverage to sick
Americans. But for those of us who are
not health care insurance executives,
rising costs have become a terrible bur-
den.

In the early 1990s, when President
Clinton and the Democratic Congress
tried to pass health care reform, insur-
ance companies brought costs under
control. From 1993 to 1995, health care
costs grew by an average of only $38
billion. Insurance corporations must
have been afraid that reform would
hurt profits, so they self-regulated,
keeping costs under control until the
threat of reform had passed. But when
the Republicans took back the Con-
gress, health care reform was dropped
and costs skyrocketed, however. Be-
tween 1995 and 2006, costs increased by
almost $102 billion annually. These
numbers are clear. We are spiraling out
of control, and inaction is not an op-
tion. We cannot stand by as millions of
Americans all across the country are
forced into bankruptcy by medical
bills.

Some say we are moving too quickly,
that we need to wait. I ask, wait for
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what, for more people to get sick and
die because they don’t have access to
health care? The American people have
been waiting far too long. We must not
wait any longer. It is time to make
sure everyone has access to quality
care and affordable health care. It is
time to make sure no one can be
dropped because of preexisting condi-
tions and to provide a public option to
compete with the private insurers. It is
our duty to stand up for what we know
is right.

Mr. President, 45 years ago another
Illinois Senator saw this same need as
Congress debated the Civil Rights Act.
The bill was under fire. There were
some who could not accept reform. But
Senator Everett Dirksen knew equality
was woven into the moral fabric of this
Nation, and he knew America had wait-
ed long enough for change to happen.
Standing on the floor of this Chamber,
he echoed Victor Hugo, who said:
Stronger than all the enemies is the
idea whose time has come. The time
has come. Let’s vote in health care re-
form.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Illinois. I also thank
my distinguished colleague from Ten-
nessee for granting our group 4 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous
consent that each side be granted 4 ad-
ditional minutes in morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. WARNER. I now yield 4 minutes
to the Senator from North Carolina,
my friend.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Carolina.

Mrs. HAGAN. Mr. President, I rise
with my colleagues to discuss the ur-
gent need for comprehensive health
care reform and why I believe the cost
of inaction is simply too high for North
Carolina and America’s working fami-
lies.

As I traveled across the State during
the August recess, it was clear that
North Carolinians are concerned about
the rising cost of health care. In the
past 10 years in my State, the cost of
health care premiums has increased 98
percent, whereas wages have increased
only 18 percent. That is a startling sta-
tistic. Just last week, the chamber of
commerce from Dunn, NC, came to
visit me in Washington. One man has a
company that employs 600 employees.
The cost of health care last year for his
company increased 28 percent—in 1
year. That is simply unsustainable for
America’s businesses.

The Treasury Department issued a
stern warning just last week: If we do
nothing to tackle the skyrocketing
cost of health care, nearly half of all
Americans under the age of 65 will lose
their health insurance in 10 years.
Those are frightening numbers.

Right now, the average family’s
health insurance premium is $13,375. If
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Congress does not send our President a
reform bill, premiums are expected to
rise to a staggering $25,000 in 2016.
Today, this average premium rep-
resents a little over a quarter of a fam-
ily’s income. But, by 2016, that average
premium will represent almost half of
a family’s income. How are people
going to able to afford to pay for mort-
gages and save for college tuition if
they are paying half their monthly in-
come for insurance premiums?

This past year, North Carolina’s un-
employment rate rose to 11 percent.
Many of the thousands of North Caro-
linians who have lost their jobs in this
recession have also lost their health
care, and many more families are fac-
ing this frightening reality: One med-
ical emergency could send them into
bankruptcy.

In 2005, nearly half of all Americans
who filed for bankruptcy cited major
medical expenses as the reason for
their financial decline. Between 2001
and 2008, the number of uninsured in
North Carolina increased from 1.1 mil-
lion to 1.4 million people. Without ac-
tion, this number is going to continue
to grow.

The Senate Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee crafted
a bill that ensures that people who like
their insurance and their doctors keep
them. It also expands access to health
insurance for those without it, and
slows down the skyrocketing cost of
health care—the three critical compo-
nents President Obama called for in his
speech to Congress 2 weeks ago.

The President has been adamant that
health care reform must not add one
dime to our Federal deficit now or in
the future, which has been a require-
ment of mine all along. The exploding
cost of health care has put our Nation’s
economic security at risk. We simply
cannot afford inaction any longer.

In 1960, health care spending was 4.7
percent of GDP. Today, it is 18 percent.
On the current trajectory, by 2030,
health care costs will account for 28
percent of GDP.

We need health care reform to get
our deficit under control. We need a re-
form package that ensures a pre-
existing condition, such as diabetes or
cancer, no longer prevents anyone from
obtaining health insurance. We need
health care reform to ensure America’s
families do not have to fear bank-
ruptcy when a loved one gets sick.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from North Carolina and
all these freshmen Senators who have
talked today about the very real costs
of inaction.

I would like to now call on our final
colleague, my friend, the junior Sen-
ator from Colorado.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia and the rest
of my colleagues.
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I have a few slides I wish to go
through. But the basic point is, no
matter what one thinks about the var-
ious health care bills that are out there
and the various prescriptions that have
been suggested, the status quo is not
an option.

For me, this starts with fiscal re-
sponsibility. We have seen an unbeliev-
able explosion in debt in our country,
from $5 trillion, from the beginning of
the previous administration, to $12 tril-
lion today. If you look at what is caus-
ing it: As you can see from this slide,
this is our revenue line. The biggest
drivers of our deficit are the interest
payments we have on this debt—that
we are managing to pass on to our kids
and our grandkids because we are un-
willing to make the tough choices that
need to be made—and rising Medicare
and Medicaid costs, which is the red
line right here. So one cost of inaction
is we will continue to drive these in-
sane deficits we are facing as a coun-
try.

In my State of Colorado—and the
senior Senator from Colorado is in the
Chamber as well—our working families
and small businesses are suffering
mightily because the economy is not
working for them. Over the last decade,
median family income in the State of
Colorado has actually declined by $800
in real dollars, and that has happened
all across the United States of Amer-
ica, where we see median family in-
come down by $300.

At the same time, health care pre-
miums have risen by 97 percent. The
cost of higher education, by the way,
has gone up 50 percent. Our working
families are being asked to do more
with less just for the basic necessities
that are required to move your family
ahead. These are not ‘“‘nice to haves.”
These are essential, if working families
and the middle class are going to be
able to move ahead.

The second reason we need reform is,
as the Senator from Virginia said at
the beginning of his comments, we are
spending almost a fifth of our GDP on
health care. That is more than twice a
much as what any other industrialized
country in the word is spending on
their health care system.

As I have said in townhall meetings
all across our State, this is no different
than if you have two small businesses
across the street from one another,
with one spending a fifth of their rev-
enue on their light bill and the other
spending less than half that on their
light bill. You do not need an MBA to
know which of those two companies is
going to be able to invest in their busi-
ness plan and grow their business.

We have a lot to do to make sure this
economy can compete in the 21st cen-
tury. I would say one of the things we
ought to do is not to devote a fifth of
our economy to health care if we ex-
pect to compete.

This slide shows the rate of insurance
premium increase in our State versus
the rate of the increase in wages. These
are absolutely related to each other. If
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you talk to small businesses in any
State—I am sure this is true in Vir-
ginia, as well as it is true in Colorado—
small business owners are desperately
trying to keep their employees insured,
but the choice they are making is to
pay them less in wages. This wage com-
pression is related directly to the rate
of the insurance premium.

The other chart of this slide simply
shows if we change nothing there are
going to be families all across this
country who, by 2016, are going to be
spending 40 percent of their income on
health care—that is before you get to
higher ed; that is before you get to rent
or food—40 percent of every dollar on
health care. It is absurd.

We see that health care is bank-
rupting middle-class Americans all
over this country. We know 62 percent
of bankruptcies are health care related.
What is staggering to me is, 78 percent
of those bankruptcies are happening to
people who had insurance. The entire
reason people buy insurance is so they
have stability when their child gets
sick or their spouse gets sick or they
get sick. Seventy-eight percent of
these bankruptcies have happened to
people who had insurance.

Then, finally, no one is burdened
more by the current system than small
business and the employees who work
for small businesses. In our State,
small business pays 18 percent more for
health insurance just because they are
small. When I say that, sometimes peo-
ple say: Well, Michael, don’t you under-
stand that is because the pool is small-
er and it is harder to spread the risk. I
say: I understand that. But from a
business point of view—and the Sen-
ator from Virginia and I both have
spent a lot of time in our careers work-
ing in the private sector—from a busi-
ness point of view, that is absurd be-
cause these small businesses, if they
are investing 18 percent more, ought to
be expecting to be 18 percent more pro-
ductive or, at a minimum, ought to
have 18 percent better health care, and
that is absolutely not the case.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 1 additional minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNET. My final point, Mr.
President, is we have been having a
healthy debate about how we should do
this reform, and there are a lot of peo-
ple who are concerned about things
such as a public option, things such as
government control over health care. I
would argue that the status quo is
what is producing that because fewer
and fewer of our working families are
covered at work—which is what this
slide shows—and for every one of those
people who then goes on uncompen-
sated care, it is paid for by the Amer-
ican people.

So I join my colleagues today in say-
ing, we absolutely cannot maintain
this status quo. It is absolutely
unsustainable. I look forward to a
thoughtful, commonsense reform that
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works for working families and small
businesses in my State.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle for the additional time.

I appreciate the opportunity we have
had to make our statements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time is expired.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
how much time is available for the Re-
publican side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). Forty-nine minutes.

The Senator from Tennessee is recog-
nized.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

———
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
commend my friends on the Demo-
cratic side for their interest in health
care reform and their coming here to
express their views. I can say to them
very clearly there is 100 percent agree-
ment on the Republican side that we do
not want the status quo, and there is
100 percent agreement on the Repub-
lican side that there would be one
thing worse than the status quo and
that would be higher premium costs,
more debt for the government, and
higher taxes.

I am afraid that is what my friends
are arguing for because they are con-
tinuing to say they want to insure at
least 30 million more people, they want
to improve the benefits for people al-
ready on insurance, and they want to
reduce costs. That does not add up. So
I think it is time we get down to some
reality in this discussion about: How
can we best achieve health care reform
in this country?

We, on the Republican side, want
health care reform, but we do not want
more debt, more taxes, and higher pre-
mium costs for people who cannot af-
ford their insurance policies now. Yet
the proposals we have seen on that side
of the aisle do that.

Our focus should be about one thing.
Health care reform should be about one
thing: reducing costs, reducing costs to
individuals and small businesses who
are paying for health care, and reduc-
ing the cost to our government, which
is the responsibility of every single one
of us taxpayers in this country.

We have had several proposals from
the Democratic side that increase the
debt and increase the cost, and the
President himself, in effect, rejected
them in his address to Congress the
other day because he said there cannot
be one dime of deficit, not one dime. So
the bill that came out of the HELP
Committee in the Senate—it is out of
here. The bill that is coming out of the
House of Representatives that has been
through several committees—it cannot
be considered under the President’s
own standard that it cannot increase
the deficit one dime.
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I am glad he is saying that. I am glad
he is saying that because he is already
proposing we increase our national
debt by $9 trillion over the next 10
years—doubling our national debt, tri-
pling it over 10 years, spending more
over the next 10 years, three times as
much as we spent in World War II—
amounts that have most people in this
country alarmed about the debt of this
government. So this should be a
straightforward discussion about costs,
reducing the cost of health care to you,
if you are buying health care, and re-
ducing the cost of health care to your
government, which you are responsible
for.

So the President has done us a favor.
He said do not worry about the Senate
bill that came out of the HELP Com-
mittee because—in effect, he said
this—it adds to the deficit, so it has to
go. For the bills coming out of the
House of Representatives, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has told us it adds
to the deficit in the first 10 years, and
it adds to the deficit even more in the
next 10 years, so it has to go.

So now we have a new bill, and it is
already a 2b0-page—I misspoke. It is
not a bill yet. It is 250 pages of con-
cepts. It is important for the American
people to understand this. I think one
of the things we have all heard, as
much as anything, when we have gone
home is: Did you read the bill? That is
a pretty good question. It is a pretty
big job because we have gotten in the
habit around here of coming up with
1,000-page bills that Senators and Con-
gressmen do not read. So the American
people are saying to us: At least read
the bill. They are saying to us, second:
At least know what it costs. So that is
a bare minimum of what we should in-
sist on as we are going forward.

The bill introduced by the distin-
guished Senator who is the chairman of
the Finance Committee is 250 pages of
concepts. So everyone understands
where we are in the process, the Fi-
nance Committee is meeting. They will
be meeting all week. My guess is they
will be meeting next week. They are
trying to agree on what those concepts
will finally be. The chairman has rec-
ommended what he thinks they ought
to be, and now the committee is going
to say what they think they should be.

Then, as I understand it, the Demo-
cratic leader is going to try to fit this
bill that came out of the HELP Com-
mittee—that the President, in effect,
has rejected because he says no def-
icit—well, it has a deficit—and he is
going to try to put that bill that raises
costs with the Baucus bill and turn it
into one bill. The bill that came out of
the HELP Committee is already nearly
1,000 pages. I do not know yet what will
be coming out of the Finance Com-
mittee.

So in a week or two, we are going to
be having another big bill we will have
to read. Then the Congressional Budget
Office, which is our official non-
partisan outfit that tells us what
things cost—appointed by the majority
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but still nonpartisan—told Senator
BAucus yesterday it would take about
2 weeks for them to tell us how much
it will cost.

So the way I am adding up the weeks,
I am saying a week or two for the Fi-
nance Committee to come up with a
bill—maybe a week to write the bill—
and the Congressional Budget Office
says after the bill is written, it takes 2
weeks to know the formal cost. Then
we ought to have several weeks to de-
bate the bill. That is what we did with
the Energy bill for 4 or 5 weeks and, of
course, we should do just that. So we
need the time to do it, and we need to
be able to say to people when we go
home: I read the bill and I know ex-
actly what it costs and here is what I
think about it.

What about the Baucus concepts—
not the Baucus bill; they don’t have
the bill yet—but the concepts. The
Congressional Budget Office released
an analysis of the impact of the Baucus
budget plan on insurance. It shows that
the premiums for those in the indi-
vidual market under the Baucus bill
don’t go down, they go up. This is sup-
posed to be about reducing the cost of
premiums that Americans have for
their health care, and under the Bau-
cus bill so far, on its first day of con-
sideration by the full Finance Com-
mittee, the premiums go up and taxes
on insurers, drugs, and devices would
be passed on to consumers in the form
of higher premiums. This is not
fearmongers saying that; this is not
Republicans saying that; it is not the
doctors saying that; it is the Congres-
sional Budget Office appointed by the
majority, the Democratic majority.
Premiums go up under the Baucus bill.
That means Americans will pay more,
not less, for their health insurance
under the bill as it is today.

Here is what the Congressional Budg-
et Office said:

Under current law, premiums on employ-
ment-based plans would not include the ef-
fect of the annual fees imposed under the
proposal on manufacturers and importers of
brand-name drugs and medical devices, on
health insurance providers, and on clinical
laboratories.

These are new taxes.

Premiums for exchange plans——

These would be plans in the exchange
that you might choose if you were an
individual—

Premiums for exchange plans would in-
clude the effect of those fees, which would
increase premiums by roughly 1 percent.

That is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice about the Baucus concepts.

CBO, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, went on to say:

At the same time, premiums in the new in-
surance exchanges

These are the marketplaces where
under this plan you would go to buy
your insurance——
would tend to be higher than the average
premiums in the current-law individual mar-
ket.

So the premiums under the new bill
and the new exchange would be higher
than you are paying today. CBO says:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Again, with other factors held equal, be-
cause the new policies would have to cover
preexisting medical conditions and could not
deny coverage to people with high expected
costs for health care.

CBO goes on to say:

People with low expected costs for health
care, however, would generally pay higher
premiums.

So if you make a promise to improve
the benefits, somebody else is going to
pay for them. That is mathematics.
That is the way the world works. For-
tunately, we have the Congressional
Budget Office to say under this plan
premiums would go up. It continues:

For families, premiums plus cost-sharing
payments would range from about $2,900 for
those with incomes of $30,000, to nearly
$20,000 annually for premiums for those with
incomes above $96,000.

So costs go up to individuals under
the Baucus concepts. Additionally, we
should consider the cost to our govern-
ment. Most Americans are very much
aware—I think that is why they have
been turning out in record numbers in
town meetings—that the government is
not some remote, abstract thing; we
own it, and we own the debt too. Ac-
cording to the Budget Committee staff,
the real 10-year cost of the Baucus con-
cept when fully implemented will be
$1.67 trillion because the main spending
provisions won’t go into effect until
2013.

In other words, when we talk about
10-year costs around here, the next 10
years aren’t an accurate picture be-
cause the bill isn’t fully implemented
until you get on down the road 3 or 4
years to 2013. So if you take a full 10
years—a full implementation of the
bill—the Budget Committee says it is
about $1.67 trillion in new costs. How-
ever, there are new taxes and fees to
pay for that: $838 billion over 10 full
years of implementation, and those
new taxes and fees go into effect imme-
diately.

The long-term deficit reductions pre-
dicted in the bill depend on Congress—
that is us—approving cuts year after
year to Medicare providers. Medicare
providers are doctors, hospitals, hos-
pices, and home health agencies. In
other words, to make this bill balance
the budget and not add to the deficit,
we are going to have to have cuts year
after year to Medicare, cuts to doctors,
cuts to hospitals, cuts to hospices, and
cuts to home health agencies.

I thought I heard the President say
in his speech the other night there will
be no cuts to Medicare. He did say
that. It turns out not to be true in the
Baucus proposal. It could be true if
Congress were willing to support cuts
year after year to Medicare, hospitals,
doctors, home health agencies, and
hospices, but we have never done that.
In fact, a few years ago we Republicans
tried to restrict the growth of Medicare
by $10 billion a year—I think it was
from 43 percent to 41 percent over 5
years—and we had to bring the Vice
President back from overseas to cast
the deciding vote because everybody on
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the Democratic side wouldn’t even vote
for $10 billion in reduced savings to
Medicare. Yet what we are proposing
here assumes that suddenly we have all
changed and we are going to allow cuts
year after year to people who provide
services to Medicare.

CBO found that its projections ‘‘as-
sume that the proposals are enacted
and remain unchanged throughout the
next two decades, which is often not
the case,” it wisely said.

CBO goes on: ‘“‘For example, the sus-
tainable growth rate’’—we call that the
“doc fix’’ around here when we come in
once a year and automatically—doc-
tors’ payments under Medicare, which
is already only 80 percent—doctors
earn only about 80 percent under Medi-
care compared to what they earn when
they see private patients—so we auto-
matically cut their pay by 20 percent
and we always come in and raise it
back up to about what it was the year
before.

So CBO is telling us that the sustain-
able growth rate—the ‘‘doc fix’’ ‘‘gov-
erning Medicare to physicians—has fre-
quently been modified.”” That is an un-
derstatement. It has been modified al-
most every year ‘‘to avoid reductions
in those payments’ and that ‘‘the long-
term budgetary impact could be quite
different if those provisions were ulti-
mately changed or not fully imple-
mented.”’

So unless we have massive cuts in
Medicare, we are not going to be able
to balance the budget with this bill.

We don’t know how much this bill
will cost State governments. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska is
on the floor. He was a Governor. I was
a Governor. We have all struggled with
Medicaid. I think our view is that
dumping another 15 million low-income
Americans into Medicaid is not health
care reform. Doctors and providers are
only reimbursed about 61 or 62 percent
of their costs for providing services to
Medicaid patients, so 40 percent of doc-
tors won’t see Medicaid patients.
Dumping a low-income American into
the Medicaid program is like giving
them a bus ticket to a bus line that
only runs 60 percent of the time. It is
not health care reform. Even so, this
will cost State governments, and all
the Governors—Democrats and Repub-
licans—are opposed to the concept in
this bill that transfers some of the cost
of increased Medicaid to the States.
Their view is—and I think they are
right on this—if the Federal Govern-
ment wants to expand Medicaid, the
Federal Government should pay for it.
I haven’t been able to even get an esti-
mate of how much this will cost Ten-
nessee. We are trying to figure that
out. Senator CORNYN said his estimate
is about $2 billion a year for Texas.

Additionally, the proposal cuts near-
ly $5600 billion from Medicare to fund
this new government program even
though Medicare will start going bank-
rupt in 2017. Yesterday I heard the
president of the Mayo Clinic on Na-
tional Public Radio say that any public
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option that looked like Medicare would
bankrupt the country overnight, since
trustees have said that Medicare is
likely to go broke in 2015 to 2017.

I am afraid we need to start over. I
admire Senator BAUCUS’s effort, but we
don’t do comprehensive very well here.
A 1,000-page bill is not likely to solve
the problem. It is time to bring an end
to the era of these 1,000-page bills that
are so complicated no one can under-
stand them or have time to read them.
Instead, I believe we should move step
by step to lower health care costs and
re-earn the trust of the American peo-
ple.

I see the Senator from Nebraska and
I will soon defer to him, or to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, whichever
one is next. But in conclusion, these
are the things we can start doing today
to move step by step in the right direc-
tion to lower costs: allow small busi-
nesses to pool to reduce health care
costs; reform medical malpractice
laws; allow individual Americans the
ability to purchase health insurance
across State lines; ensure that Ameri-
cans who currently qualify for existing
programs such as Medicaid and SCHIP
who are not enrolled to be signed up;
create health insurance exchanges so
you can find coverage; and incentivize
health reform technology. We can
agree on those things. We can take
those steps and we can reduce the costs
of health care to each American family
and to our government.

I thank the President and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I wish to
thank the Senator from Tennessee for
very effectively making the arguments
that many Americans want to hear
voiced in this debate about health care
and a whole range of other issues. The
Senator from Tennessee has pointed
out as a former Governor—and we have
another former Governor, the Senator
from Nebraska, here today as well—the
impact that many of these proposals
would have on State budgets. The
former Governor of Tennessee has de-
scribed it as ‘‘the mother of all un-
funded mandates.” I think that is a
view that is shared by many other Gov-
ernors across this country, about the
impact some of these expansions would
have, not just on Federal budgets but
on State budgets.

I have had numerous discussions with
the Governor of South Dakota about
this and he last suggested that the
minimum amount, the conservative
amount of additional funding that
would be required each year to meet
some of these expansions of Medicaid
that are called for in these various
health care reform bills would be about
$45 million a year. Around here that
doesn’t sound like a lot of money, but
in the State of South Dakota that is
real money. That is a real impact and
it would require higher taxes or signifi-
cant cuts in their budget in my State
of South Dakota. So that is one aspect
of this argument.
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I might say that like some of my col-
leagues who over the month of August
were out in their individual States lis-
tening to their constituents, I was
doing the same thing. I conducted a se-
ries of townhall meetings in my State
and I heard from people all across my
State in every geographic region. Of
course, as is typical in the Midwest,
people were very respectful and it was
a very civil discussion. But one could
not miss the intensity people felt on
not only the health care issue, because
that happened to be the main subject
of debate, but a range of other issues. I
think it comes down to two funda-
mental issues. I think at least in my
State of South Dakota this seems to be
the case—as it was in some of the other
meetings around the country in other
States—that people were concerned
about two issues. One was the issue of
control and the other was the issue of
cost.

With the issue of control, it is a ques-
tion of who has the power when it
comes to the debate about health care
and when it comes to the debate about
higher energy costs. Is all this sort of
consolidation and expansion of the
Federal Government here in Wash-
ington, DC going to mean people in
this country have less control when it
comes to their own health care? Is the
government going to be stepping in and
intervening more and making a lot of
these decisions and dictating out of
some bureaucracy in Washington, DC
what happens in the world of health
care, which for most people is very per-
sonal to them? That is why I think
there was such a visceral reaction
across the country to some of these
proposals.

I think the other issue is cost. People
have a sense that things are sort of
spinning out of control. I think there
are a couple of sort of basic principles
that are fairly pervasive in the mindset
of most people where I come from in
the upper Midwest and that is, No. 1,
you can’t spend money you don’t have;
and No. 2, when you borrow money, you
do have to pay it back. They see this
incredible borrowing spree and this in-
credible spending spree here in Wash-
ington, DC and they are wondering,
How is this all going to end? What does
it mean not only for me and for my
family but for future generations? Are
we borrowing at levels that are not
sustainable into the future? I think
that has really gripped people across
this country as they have looked at not
only the health care debate but also
the question of all of these government
takeovers of financial services and in-
surance companies and auto manufac-
turers, and the list sort of goes on and
on.

The most recent example of that
would be student loans where, again,
we see the Federal Government trying
to pull the reins in and move all of the
guaranteed loan programs that cur-
rently operate in this country through
the financial services industry and
commercial banks into the Federal
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Government. The Federal Government
would be the entity that makes all of
these loans directly. Well, that ends up
adding several hundred billion dollars
to the Federal debt which we are al-
ready talking about raising here in the
middle of next month. In the middle of
October the debt limit is going to have
to be raised. So we have all of that stu-
dent loan exposure now, liability com-
ing on to folks from the Federal Gov-
ernment. We have TARP which is said
to expire at the end of this year, on De-
cember 31, unless Secretary Geithner
certifies to Congress that he is going to
extend it.

I wrote a letter—and last week 39 of
my colleagues signed it—asking the
Secretary of the Treasury when TARP
expires on December 31 not to extend it
because, there again, there are unobli-
gated balances in TARP funding that
could be used that would reduce the
overall amount of the debt, the overall
amount of the deficit.

And the truth be known, I don’t
think any American wants to see the
TARP funds becoming a slush fund to
fund other types of endeavors the Fed-
eral Government might undertake.
They want to see this program that
was temporary and was designed to
prevent imminent financial collapse
and provide stability to the financial
services industry expire. Now that that
purpose has been served, we should not
continue to have hundreds of billions of
dollars of taxpayer dollars out there
that could be recycled or put into some
other industry the government decides
to select.

I hope the Secretary will heed the
suggestion made by myself and 39 col-
leagues in our letter and let the TARP
program expire. I say that because this
paints a broader picture, a narrative,
that I believe is of great concern to the
American people, which is the reason
we saw so much intensity at many
townhall meetings over the break.

The health care debate is occurring
right now in real time. We have had
four of the five committees record bills
that have jurisdiction over health care
in the Congress—three in the House
and one in the Senate. The Senate Fi-
nance Committee is marking up their
bill this week. We expect that will be
completed and that this could be put
on the floor sometime in the next few
weeks. That seems to be a very fast
schedule considering the consequence
of what we are doing. We are talking
about one-sixth of the American econ-
omy, about reorganizing one-sixth of
the American economy. Mr. President,
$2.5 trillion annually is spent on health
care in this country. I think we better
make sure we do it right. All we have
seen so far in the Finance Committee
is a 220-page summary, which we as-
sume, when translated into legislative
language, is going to be more than 1,000
pages. That is something many of us
will want to have time to digest, and
we would like our constituents to look
at it to see whether it makes sense to
them.
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I think probably the biggest reaction
I saw during the August break in the
discussions I had with constituents in
South Dakota was a negative reaction
in opposition to the notion of a govern-
ment plan, that the government would
create this public plan option—essen-
tially a government plan. A lot of peo-
ple who derive health care coverage in
the private marketplace today would
by default be pushed into that govern-
ment plan, and you would have the
government involved at a much higher
level in driving a lot of the health care
decisions in this country. There was a
real reaction to that.

The point I made earlier as to what I
think people were reacting to is the
issue of control, power. Who has the
power? Is the Federal Government try-
ing to buy this expansion, create more
power in Washington, and take away
some of the power and decisionmaking
that should occur between patients and
their doctors? That was the one issue.
The Finance Committee plan, to their
credit, has done away with that—at
least for the time being. They decided
to proceed in a different direction.

That being said, the issue remains
that people were responding to during
August; that is, the issue of cost. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, the overall cost of this, for the
immediate 10 years, is a little under $1
trillion. When fully implemented, the
cost of the plan is still $1.7 trillion,
which has to be paid for somehow.
They said they are not going to add to
the deficit. The proposal is to reduce
Medicare by $5600 billion. The balance
will be raised in the form of tax in-
creases, revenue raisers.

People are looking at this and say-
ing: OK, a $1.7 trillion expansion; what
do we get in exchange for that? People
will be covered who are not currently
covered, but a lot of people who don’t
have insurance still won’t be covered
under the proposal the Finance Com-
mittee is currently considering. But it
is still going to cost $1.7 trillion.

If you are a taxpayer saying: OK,
what is this going to cost and how may
it impact my insurance premiums if I
already have health insurance cov-
erage, I think the answer was given by
CBO Director Doug Elmendorf in re-
sponse to a question. Senator CORNYN
posed the question, and it had to do
with: Will this lead to higher pre-
miums? If you read from the letter, it
says:

Senator, our judgment is that that piece of
the legislation would raise insurance pre-
miums by roughly the amount of the money
collected.

Whatever is collected in the higher
taxes that are going to be put on some-
body else—that is always the assump-
tion—is going to be put, in this case,
on the insurance companies. But does
anybody believe for a minute that will
not be passed on to the American con-
sumer? It is going to be.

So what does this legislation actu-
ally do to drive costs down? My whole
argument in this health care reform
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debate has been that anything we do
ought to bend the cost curve down, not
raise it. Almost every proposal we have
seen increases or raises the cost curve.
This is another example, according to
the CBO, of a plan that, in the end, is
going to raise insurance premiums for
most Americans.

The other thing I think is important
to note here—and the same response
was given by the chief of staff of the
Joint Tax Committee. He answered the
question the same way: We analyzed
this largely falling on the consumer,
and that would happen in a couple of
different ways. This is going to be
eventually little paid by the consumer.
It is a tax increase.

The other point is that the assump-
tion is that the portion that is not
raised through revenue increases, tax
increases, will be paid for in the form
of Medicare reductions. Do we really
believe $500 billion in Medicare reduc-
tions will be achieved by the Congress?
And we know how difficult it is around
here to talk about reducing Medicare.
My view is, if we are talking about
making Medicare more sustainable, we
ought to look at how we can reform it
and find savings. But this is going to
take a new entitlement program and
put it on top of a program that we are
told will be bankrupt by 2017.

I still think we can do health care re-
form here that does bend the cost curve
down, lowers costs for most Americans,
and provides access to more Americans
as well. We have not seen a proposal
yvet that doesn’t include a significant
increase in the amount of Federal Gov-
ernment control, of power in Wash-
ington, DC, an expansion of the Federal
Government. We have not seen a pro-
posal that actually does anything to
get costs under control for most con-
sumers. For most consumers, that is
the issue; it is a cost issue. Further-
more, we are looking at proposals,
from a taxpayer’s standpoint, that will
increase spending and borrowing and it
will pass more and more of that debt
on to future generations.

So we need to proceed slowly and get
this right. We need to focus on ideas
that actually reduce costs, such as al-
lowing people to buy insurance across
State lines or to join small business
health plans, which is something we
have tried to get through for a long pe-
riod of time, unsuccessfully, or dealing
with medical malpractice reform, so
people can get insurance in the private
marketplace.

This level of government expansion,
this level of spending and borrowing is
unacceptable to the American people.
That is why they are reacting so nega-
tively. It comes down to control and
who has the power. Is it the Federal
Government or the American people? It
comes down to costs. What are we
doing to future generations with the
amount of spending and borrowing we
are doing?

I hope we will take it slower and get
it right and focus on initiatives and
ideas that will get costs under control
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and that before Congress adopts health
care reform, that will be the focus, not
expansion of government in Wash-
ington, DC, at trillions of dollars in ad-
ditional costs to the American tax-
payer and no savings to the ratepayer
out there trying to get their insurance
premiums under control.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I wish
to start out this morning by compli-
menting the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee and the Senator from
South Dakota. They have raised some
excellent points. As I have listened to
them, I have to tell you, I think they
have offered a lot to move the debate
forward.

I rise today to shine the light on
what I consider budgetary gimmicks
and omissions in the Finance Com-
mittee health care proposal.

Both Republicans and Democrats
should be able to agree that one of the
things we need to do in accomplishing
true health care reform is to do it in a
fiscally responsible way. We all went
back home in August, and I heard the
message very loud and clear from Ne-
braskans. They want honesty and full
transparency as we attempt to achieve
health care reform.

Americans believed the President
when he said he wanted an open and
transparent process. We all agree on
that. Unfortunately, what we have is
not transparent, and I argue that it is
based on false assumptions. Honestly,
an American family would have to hire
a whole team of accountants to under-
stand all that is hidden in the Finance
Committee draft.

While the CBO has scored the bill as
$774 billion, the real cost of the bill—
and that cost is moving up every day—
is closer to $1.7 trillion over 10 years,
as the previous two Senators have
pointed out. What its supporters ne-
glect to tell you is that the main
spending provisions in this proposal
don’t go into effect until 2013. That is
right, the American public will have to
wait 4 years before most of the new ini-
tiatives even get off the ground. So
none of us should be surprised when the
American people really laugh at an ar-
bitrary deadline of the end of the week
or the first of next week for finalizing
committee action. They don’t under-
stand the need to hurry. The pro-
ponents claim it is such a crisis that
we should rush through. Yet their fixes
don’t take effect for 4 years.

You can understand the American
public’s frustration and skepticism.
They must watch the evening news—
whatever their flavor of news is—and
look at the Capitol dome and ask the
question: What is going on? What is
happening out there? They have to be
scratching their heads in amazement.
If they ran their business or household
this way, they would be in bankruptcy.

If that weren’t enough to fill an en-
tire gymnasium full of townhall par-
ticipants, there 1is, unfortunately,
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much more. The proposal requires new
taxes on everything from medical de-
vice manufacturers, health insurance
premiums, and pharmaceutical manu-
facturers, topped off with additional
Medicare cuts of about $500 billion and,
of course, unfunded mandates on the
States in the form of the expansion of
Medicaid, which I am all too familiar
with as a former Governor.

Let me translate this. Higher taxes
will be passed on to the American peo-
ple. All these taxes, these fees, and
these mandates will only increase the
cost of health care. They don’t de-
crease it when all this is passed on to
the American consumers.

While the promised benefits don’t
kick in until year 4, the taxes and fees,
interestingly enough, start right away,
almost on day one.

In effect, the bill is structured to im-
pose 10 years and $848 billion worth of
new taxes and fees, and you get in re-
turn 6 years of additional benefits
under this bill. The creative account-
ing, unfortunately, only appears to get
cheers inside the beltway. Yet the av-
erage American thinks we don’t have a
clue.

Another hidden cost is the new man-
date on States through an expansion of
Medicaid. I wish to spend a moment on
that.

Partial costs to expand the Medicaid
Program up to 133 percent of the pov-
erty limit will be put on the States.
This unfunded mandate will cost
States—and estimates will vary—about
$42 billion. Of course, that is not built
into the cost estimate, not because the
American people don’t pay for it, be-
cause they will, but because it doesn’t
fall on the Federal budget. Who gets to
pay the costs here? Well, obviously,
once again, it will fall on the American
people.

I come from a State that is fiscally
responsible. We have only two ways to
deal with this kind of issue because our
constitution prohibits us from bor-
rowing money. What a unique concept;
Nebraska doesn’t borrow money. We
have only two choices: we can cut pro-
grams or we can raise taxes. If we cut
programs, things such as education,
senior initiatives, infrastructure
projects, prisons to keep the bad guys
out of society, and other very valuable
programs could find their budgets de-
stroyed.

In these times of tight budgets,
States have already slashed their budg-
ets. They are down to the bone, and
they are trying to figure out how they
will balance next year’s budget. I sug-
gest the Federal Government giving
them another layer of spending is not
the answer.

The other alternative is to raise
taxes, hit the consumer again. But that
is not the right way to go either. But it
seems that what we are doing with this
mother of all unfunded mandates is
making this choice inevitable.

Folks in Nebraska and across the
country are going to resent seeing
their State paying higher taxes be-
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cause the Federal Government put
them in this fiscal straitjacket. In ad-
dition, one of the main pay-fors in this
legislation is $400 billion, $500 billion in
Medicare cuts. Despite the fact that
the Medicare trustees report projects
that Medicare will be bankrupt by 2017,
none of the $400 billion goes toward
shoring up our already pending fiscal
crisis.

The false promise being made is that
we can both fund this new entitlement
with Medicare money and Kkeep our
commitment to senior citizens. I am
not naive enough to buy that bag of
goods and neither are our seniors. We
are asking them to choose the prize be-
hind the curtain when the prize is a
goat.

I am deeply concerned that we are
compounding the problem by not rein-
vesting these dollars back into Medi-
care. That is why I hope the Finance
Committee will see the light today and
adopt important amendments by the
junior Senators from Kansas and Ne-
vada.

Even the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office Director admitted yes-
terday that these cuts to Medicare will
decrease current insurance benefits
that our seniors now enjoy.

Finally, this Finance Committee pro-
posal is built on false assumptions
when it comes to cost containment.
The bill is based on the fantasyland as-
sumption that scheduled sometimes
double-digit payment cuts to medical
professionals will be allowed to take
place. The history is very much the op-
posite. We do the doctor fix on an an-
nual basis.

Any Senator who votes for this Fi-
nance Committee proposal should be
required to publicly state their support
for a 25-percent cut in physician reim-
bursement rates beginning in 2 years.

Their proposals credit themselves
free money by assuming savings in this
area. Yet they know Congress waives
the Budget Act, waives pay-go, and
suspends these cuts year in and year
out with a lot of support, I might add.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice states:

These projections assume that the pro-
posals are enacted and remained unchanged
throughout the next two decades, which is
often not the case for major legislation.

For example, the sustainable growth rate,
SGR, mechanism governing Medicare’s pay-
ments to physicians has frequently been
modified to avoid reductions in those pay-
ments.

Therefore, I am not going to count on
Congress acting any differently in the
near future, and any cost estimate that
assumes otherwise, I say, is not based
on reality. We all know what they say
about good intentions, but I still be-
lieve you do not spend money until you
know from where the money is coming.

The American public simply deserves
a very transparent discussion about
our current and future actions, what
they are going to cost, and what they
will lead to in terms of our health care
system instead of a house of cards. The
American people have asked us to be
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transparent. They know we have to
make tough decisions. They just want
to understand the ramifications of
what we are deciding. That means they
want us to read the bill. They want us
to do that before we vote. They want us
to have a full picture of how this will
affect budget deficits and the fiscal
outlook. And they want us to commu-
nicate that to them.

The American people want to know
how this proposal will impact them and
what it will do to the current health
care system and their costs. Basically,
they want us to know all the details
before we rush into a vote. That means
we need the time to look at this bill.
This is going to be a 1,000-page bill, a
Senate Finance Committee with no
legislative language that is working
now, a plan to consider almost 500
amendments, and yet they want to get
it done this week. Mr. President, it is
time to call a timeout and get this
right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, as I
listen to all of the discussion about
health care, I have come to several
conclusions. No. 1, there is a 100-per-
cent bipartisan agreement that some-
thing has to be done. But No. 2, there
is a growing strong bipartisan agree-
ment that this bill is not the some-
thing that should be done.

From the New York Times:

The first big fight over the Senate Finance
Committee’s health care legislation erupted
Tuesday night: a rollicking brawl over a deal
that the Obama administration cut with the
pharmaceutical industry to achieve $80 bil-
lion in saving on drug costs over 10 years,
money that would help pay for the legisla-
tion. Top House Democrats have hated the
deal from the get-go. Senate Democrats are
now bitterly divided. . . .

This resonates with the comment
that the Republican leader made where
he says the only truly bipartisan thing
about this bill is the opposition to it. I
think this demonstrates that we need
to slow down, start over, and do it
right.

We have heard many speeches saying
we can’t wait. We see people carrying
signs: ‘“‘Health Care Reform Now.” We
have just heard from the Senator from
Nebraska that this bill will give us
health care reform not now—4 years
from now. Four years is a long time to
wait. We can do it faster than 4 years,
but we can do it faster only if we slow
down, start over, and do it right. We
can do it in this Congress if we slow
down, start over, and do it right.

What are the things on which we
need to start over? The looming chal-
lenge in this whole debate is cost. The
numbers that are being thrown around
are astronomical, and we still don’t
know exactly what they are. These are
still estimates. The Senate Finance
Committee has not reduced their pro-
posal to legislative language. The CBO
says: We can’t give it a score until we
get legislative language, and by the
time we get the language, it is at least
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2 weeks before we can produce a score.
Yet we are being told we must pass this
bill next week? Slow down, start over,
and do it right.

We are going to pay for it, we are
being told, by taking $500 billion out of
Medicare. And every study of Medicare
says at least $5600 billion is being wast-
ed, so that is easy. Let’s take $500 bil-
lion out, and we will solve the problem.

We can take $500 billion out of Medi-
care with a meat cleaver, and that
means we are cutting the programs
that are good in Medicare, the things
about Medicare that work as well as
the things that do not work. Maybe we
should slow down, start over, and do it
right by taking the $500 billion out of
Medicare with a surgeon’s scalpel rath-
er than a meat cleaver and spend the
time to find out where the money is
being wasted, how it could be changed,
where the incentives need to be altered
so that the $500 billion comes out of
the right part of Medicare instead of
with a slash with a meat cleaver.

Medicare is not the only one where
more careful examination could
produce significant savings. We are
told that Medicaid in 2007 spent $30 bil-
lion improperly. If we extrapolate that
over the 10-year period that we use to
make these projections, that is $300 bil-
lion that could come from Medicaid.
Are we going to take a meat cleaver to
Medicaid and say we are going to arbi-
trarily cut $300 billion out of Medicaid
in the next 10 years because there is a
study that says that much is being
wasted or are we going to listen to the
Governors, bipartisan, Democrat as
well as Republican, who are telling us:
What you are doing in this bill on Med-
icaid is going to bankrupt the States
because they simply cannot sustain the
kinds of increases that are built into it
and nothing will be done about the $30
billion of waste and abuse that is there.

How are we going to get at it? How
are we going to discover what that $30
billion is? How are we going to deal
with it in a way that does not bankrupt
the States? To answer that question,
we need to slow down, start over, and
get it right.

If T can be provincial and parochial
for just a moment, my home State of
Utah has done a great amount of work
on health care. They have been very
entrepreneurial and innovative. They
have come up with ideas to deal with
health care, ideas from which we at the
Federal level could learn a great deal,
but we cannot learn anything from the
experimentation that is going on in the
States if we continue this rush to an
arbitrary deadline, to get this thing
done within a couple of weeks.

The States have great experience
with this. There is much the States can
teach us. There is much the Governors
need to tell us before we rush to spend
this much money, which means we
should slow down, start over, and do it
right.

As I talk with the businesses, as I
talk with my constituents in Utah, I
come back to the same thing I said at

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the beginning. There is a 100-percent
bipartisan agreement that something
has to be done. Our long-term chal-
lenges with health care are absolutely
unsustainable, to use a Washington
word. That is another word for disas-
trous.

We have to deal with this, and we
have to deal with it in an intelligent
way. The numbers are very large, and
we have to recognize the stakes are
very high. But that is, again, the mes-
sage that comes from those who will be
most affected by what we do, either in
their businesses or their personal lives
or their tax returns. It is very impor-
tant that we get it right; and if we are
going to get it right, we have to start
over. If we are going to start over, we
have to slow down.

That is the wisdom this body should
adopt as it deals with this challenge so
that we can change the reality of
where the bipartisan agreement is. In-
stead of the bipartisan agreement
growing in opposition to the bill, we
need a circumstance where a bipartisan
agreement will grow in support of a bill
that will solve our problem. The bill
before the Finance Committee is not
that bill, and a large number of Mem-
bers of this body of both parties are in-
creasingly coming to that conclusion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAUFMAN). The Senator from New
York.

———

DEMANDING AN APOLOGY FROM
THE GOVERNMENT OF LIBYA

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Foreign
Relations Committee be discharged
from further consideration of S. Res.
253, and the Senate proceed to its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the resolution by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 253) expressing the
sense of the Senate that the Government of
Libya should apologize for the welcome
home ceremony held to celebrate the release
of convicted Lockerbie bomber Abdel Baset
al-Megrahi.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate, and that any
statements relating to the resolution
be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to, as follows:

S. REs. 253

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) condemns the August 20, 2009, release
from prison in Scotland of Abdel Baset al-
Megrahi, the lone person convicted in con-
nection with the 1988 bombing of a Pan Am
flight over Lockerbie, Scotland, that killed
270 people, including 189 Americans;
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(2) condemns the lavish welcome home
ceremony held in Tripoli, Libya, to celebrate
the release of Mr. al-Megrahi; and

(3) calls on the Government of Libya to
apologize for the public celebration of Mr. al-
Megrahi’s release.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I have
a brief statement I would like to make
about the resolution.

I rise today in support of S. Res. 253,
a resolution condemning the release
and vile welcome home celebration
held for Libyan terrorist and convicted
Lockerbie bomber, Abdel Baset al-
Megrahi. I also express my sincere
thanks and appreciation to my col-
leagues, Senators LAUTENBERG,
GILLIBRAND, WEBB, VOINOVICH, CARDIN,
CASEY, MCCASKILL, MENENDEZ, and MI-
KULSKI for agreeing to cosponsor this
resolution.

Mr. President, it is upsetting that
Libyan leader COL Muammar Qaddafi
is in New York City at this very mo-
ment and will be given an opportunity
to speak before the United Nations
General Assembly. I am disappointed
because I sympathize enormously with
the families and victims of the deadly
Pan Am terrorist attack who will be
reminded of that deadly day in Decem-
ber almost 21 years ago when they see
Qaddafi grandstanding at the U.N.

On December 21, 1998, Pan Am Flight
103, en route from London’s Heathrow
Airport to New York’s John F. Ken-
nedy International Airport, suddenly
exploded over the town of Lockerbie,
Scotland, killing all 259 on board and 11
people on the ground. Many New York-
ers and New Jersey residents were
among the 189 Americans killed in the
bombing. A young man from my neigh-
borhood, whose family was active in a
neighboring parish—Our Lady Help of
Christians—was Kkilled in the bloom of
his early life. That story could be re-
peated over and over because there
were many students who were coming
back from a program affiliated with
Syracuse University. We know people
all over New York State were lost, and
many young college students.

In 2001, at least the families of the
victims found some solace when justice
appeared to have been delivered as
Abdel Baset al-Megrahi was convicted
of murder and sentenced to life in pris-
on. But to the shock of many people on
both sides of the Atlantic, on August 20
of this year, the Scottish Government
released al-Megrahi, who is currently
suffering from prostate cancer and is
predicted to have about 3 months to
live. The Scottish Government claimed
the release was a compassionate ges-
ture given his failing health.

Upon his return, thousands of young
men, who had been transported by the
Libyan Government, gathered at the
airport in Tripoli to greet the terrorist.
They waved banners, threw flower pet-
als after al-Megrahi was escorted from
prison by Seif al-Islam el-Qaddafi, the
son of COL Muammar Qaddafi. The
hero’s welcome Libya gave to this ter-
rorist truly shocks the conscience and
deserves a formal rebuke.
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It is outrageous that the Libyan Gov-
ernment would so blatantly disregard
the suffering the families have endured
for more than two decades. S. Res. 253
demands the Government of Libya
apologize for the gross homecoming
celebration of al-Megrahi.

This resolution does three important
things: First, it condemns the August
20, 2009, release from prison in Scotland
of Abdel Baset al-Megrahi, the lone
person convicted in connection with
the 1988 bombing of a Pan Am flight
over Lockerbie, Scotland, that killed
270 people; second, it condemns the lav-
ish welcome home ceremony held in
Tripoli to celebrate the release of al-
Megrahi; and third, it calls on the Gov-
ernment of Libya to apologize for the
public celebration of al-Megrahi’s re-
lease.

Al-Megrahi only served 8 years in
jail. He committed one of the most das-
tardly terrorist attacks that has been
known in the last 100 years. Eight
years later, the families haven’t
recuperated. They live with their losses
every day, every minute. There is a
hole in their hearts that will never
heal. To release al-Megrahi is terrible;
to celebrate the release of this awful
terrorist is even worse. And for the
world to remain silent, the U.N. not to
condemn but to greet Qaddafi—strike
three. It is an awful situation.

I call on the Senate to support S.
Res. 253 condemning the release and
the vile welcome home celebration. I
hope all Senators will join us in co-
sponsoring the resolution. Murder and
terrorism are not forgivable offenses,
and refuge should never be offered to
those determined to terrorize and mur-
der the innocent. If we do so, we are en-
couraging future terrorists to repeat
these awful crimes.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

COMMENDING SENATOR MEL
MARTINEZ

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I was
deeply saddened by the recent an-
nouncement of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Florida, Mel Martinez, that
he had decided to resign from the Sen-
ate. Although he had served in the Sen-
ate for a relatively short period of
time—since January 4, 2006—he had be-
come a very important influence in
this body.

As the first Cuban American to serve
in the Senate, he shared with us his
personal experiences and insights into
his early life in Cuba, including his sep-
aration from his parents at a young
age as he traveled to Florida to embark
upon a very successful new life of
learning and leadership in the United
States. He earned undergraduate and
law degrees from Florida State Univer-
sity. He served as a member of the Or-
lando Utilities Commission and was
elected Mayor of Orange County. Presi-
dent George W. Bush selected him to
serve as a member of his Cabinet, as
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Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment. He was elected a United States
Senator in 2004 and quickly established
himself as an effective advocate for his
State in the Senate.

Mel Martinez quickly became an ac-
tive and influential member of the
Armed Services Committee as well as
the Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs Committee, and the Commerce,
Science and Transportation Com-
mittee. His constituents benefitted in
particular from his service as ranking
member of the Senate’s Special Com-
mittee on Aging.

Mr. President I congratulate my
friend from Florida on his very success-
ful service and important contributions
through his dedicated public service in
Florida and in our Nation’s Capital. I
have enjoyed serving with him, and I
wish him all the best in the years
ahead.

——————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

—————

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2010

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2996, which
the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2996) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior, Environ-
ment, and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2010, and for other pur-
poses.

Pending:

Carper amendment No. 2456, to require the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency to conduct a study on black car-
bon emissions.

Collins amendment No. 2498, to provide
that no funds may be used for the adminis-
trative expenses of any official identified by
the President to serve in a position without
express statutory authorization and which is
responsible for the interagency development
or coordination of any rule, regulation, or
policy unless the President certifies to Con-
gress that such official will respond to all
reasonable requests to testify before, or pro-
vide information to, any congressional com-
mittee with jurisdiction over such matters,
and such official submits certain reports bi-
annually to Congress.

Isakson modified amendment No. 2504, to
encourage the participation of the Smithso-
nian Institution in activities preserving the
papers and teachings of Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr., under the Civil Rights History
Project Act of 2009.

Vitter motion to commit the bill to the
Committee on Appropriations, with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
forthwith with Vitter amendment No. 2508
(to the instructions on Vitter motion to
commit the bill), to prohibit the use of funds
to delay the implementation of the Draft
Proposed Outer Continental Shelf Oil and
Gas Leasing Program 2010-2015.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.
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Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, the
floor is now open for amendments to
the Interior bill. I hope Senators will
come to the floor if they have an
amendment. The filing deadline is 1
o’clock this afternoon.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
say to the Senator from California that
I join her in urging our colleagues to
come to the floor and offer their
amendments so we can move on
through the bill. There is an oppor-
tunity to offer them and to debate
them.

Mr. President, if someone comes to
the floor I will finish quickly so they
can take the floor and we can move on
with the bill, but while we are waiting
for that, I ask unanimous consent to
speak as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
with great respect to the President of
the United States, I am still shaking
my head a little bit in disbelief at his
speech yesterday on climate change at
the Climate Change Summit in New
York. Here we had 100 leaders from
around the world in our country to
talk about climate change and the
President said what he has said before,
which is that we need to stop putting
so much carbon in the air because car-
bon is the principal greenhouse gas
that contributes to climate change, in
the opinion of most scientists.

But in saying that, the President did
not mention the one way we have to
create a lot of low-cost electricity
without putting any carbon in the air,
and that is nuclear power—a process
that the United States invented; a
process that the United States operates
more efficiently than any other coun-
try in the world. It produces 19 percent
of our electricity, and our plants oper-
ate 90 percent of the time. Even
France, which gets 80 percent of its
electricity from nuclear power, only
operates its plants 80 percent of the
time. He failed to mention nuclear
power even though it produces 70 per-
cent of our carbon-free electricity, and
even though every one of the other top
five carbon emitting nations in the
world are committed to a full-scale
construction program for nuclear
power.

This is what the President said:

The developed nations that caused much of
the damage to the climate over the last cen-
tury have the responsibility to lead—and
that includes the United States.

Well, according to the Wall Street
Journal on Monday, September 21, in
its news pages, we know who produces
the carbon: China is No. 1—6 million
metric tons; the United States is No.
2—nearly 6 million metric tons. So we
produce about the same. Russia is
next—1.7 million; India is next; Japan
is next. Those are the top five carbo
emitting nations.
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President Obama
countries when he said:

But those rapidly developing nations—

And here he means China and India—
that will produce nearly all the growth in
global carbon emissions in the decade ahead
must do their part as well.

He is right about that. The President
went on to say:

We cannot meet these challenges unless all
the largest emitters of greenhouse gas pollu-
tion act together. There’s no other way.

He is right about that. But then, to
my great astonishment—and I am sure
to others—he stopped there and he ba-
sically was saying to China and to Rus-
sia and to India, as well as Japan: You
must do something about carbon. We
are going to take the lead. Yet they all
are building nuclear power plants that
emit zero carbon and we haven’t start-
ed one new reactor in 30 years, even
though we invented it. How can the
President of the United States lecture
other countries about the carbon they
produce—the principal greenhouse
gas—when they are expanding the one
technology that could do the most to
solve the problem?

Let’s be very elementary here. Coal
and natural gas plants produce nearly
40 percent of the carbon when they
produce electricity. The President did
boast of how the United States is com-
mitted to building windmills and solar
panels. In fact, his administration
wants to build 20 percent of our elec-
tricity from wind turbines. These
aren’t grandma’s windmills, these are
the giant 50-story wind turbines that
they want to string along the Appa-
lachian Mountain tops, from the Smok-
ey Mountains to the White Mountains,
along the coastlines, and run 19,000
miles of transmission lines to get the
power to our homes and businesses.
That is the plan. And to a point, that
plan can help. I mean, renewable en-
ergy—solar panels, wind turbines—is a
supplement to the electricity we need.
But today, wind turbines and solar
panels produce about 3 to 4 percent of
America’s carbon-free electricity. Nu-
clear power produces 70 percent of our
carbon-free electricity. So why not ex-
pand nuclear power? Yet we haven’t
built a new nuclear powerplant in 30
years.

What is happening around the world?
Well, they are not slowing down. They
are taking full advantage, as the world
often has, of American ingenuity. We
invented nuclear power here. And after
we invented the atom bomb, President
Eisenhower and other scientists in the
1950s said: Let’s have an atoms for
peace program.

So we went off on two tracks. We
used nuclear reactors to operate our
Navy, which we have done successfully,
without incident ever since the 1950s.
Admiral Rickover pioneered that. So
today we have about 80 Navy vessels
operated by reactors and, during the
1970s and 1980s, we built 104 nuclear re-
actors. This was the Atoms for Peace
Program. We took what probably was

lectured other
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the greatest scientific invention of the
last century, the reactor, and used it to
produce a lot of low-cost, reliable en-
ergy—which is the dream of the world,
to have a lot of low-cost, reliable en-
ergy for everyone in the world. That is
the one of the single best steps toward
reducing poverty and increasing pros-
perity.

So here we are in the United States,
using our 104 nuclear reactors—not
having built a new one in the last 30
years—to produce 19 percent of our
electricity and 70 percent of our car-
bon-free electricity. But what is hap-
pening around the world? There are 44
new nuclear powerplants under con-
struction in the world. China has four
under construction. This was the first
country the President would be lec-
turing: Do something about carbon-free
electricity. So China is planning 132
nuclear powerplants and we are con-
structing zero. We have not con-
structed one in 30 years. How can we
lecture China about carbon if they are
building 132 nuclear powerplants,
which would be enough to produce one-
fourth of all the electricity the United
States uses? That is more than we
produce today through nuclear power.

Russia is building two a year. One
reason Russia is doing it is because
they want to sell their natural gas to
Europe at a lot more expensive price,
so they are taking advantage of nu-
clear power to raise their standard of
living. Japan is 36 percent nuclear
power today. Japan, as everyone
knows, suffered under the two atom
bombs that were dropped. But they
have come to terms with the safe use of
atoms for peace, nuclear-power-pro-
duced electricity—36 percent of their
electricity is nuclear. They are build-
ing two more plants. The United States
has not built a plant in 30 years.

South Korea, one of the most suc-
cessful emerging countries—in Amer-
ica, one of those countries that the
President might be saying you need to
do something about climate change—
they are. Forty percent of their elec-
tricity is carbon-free nuclear power
and they are building eight more nu-
clear plants by 2015 and we have not
built one in 30 years.

India, the largest democracy—we
point our finger at them and say we
don’t have to do anything about cli-
mate change until you do. They are.
They are considering a thorium reac-
tor. They are committed to nuclear
power, partly because of the agreement
between the United States and the
Bush administration and India, and we
are helping them build nuclear power-
plants. We are helping China as well.
But we have not built one in 30 years.

The President even said Iran has the
right to build a nuclear powerplant;
not a nuclear bomb but a nuclear pow-
erplant. We have not built one in 30
years.

France—we don’t usually like to say
the French are ahead of us. We have a
little love-hate relationship with
France, but look what they have done.
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They have taken our nuclear reactor
invention and 80 percent of the elec-
tricity in France comes from nuclear
power. They have among the lowest
rates of carbon emissions in the entire
European Union. They have among the
lowest electricity prices in the Euro-
pean Union. They are selling elec-
tricity to Germany, which is the only
one of the European countries that has
said they don’t want any nuclear
power. So they are buying nuclear
power from France.

There are many other countries in
the world that are using nuclear power.
But as the Wall Street Journal said:
China, the TUnited States, Russia,
India, and Japan produce most of the
carbon. Scientists believe carbon pro-
duces 40 percent of the greenhouse
gases that cause global warming and
the United States is the only one of
those five countries that is not com-
mitted to the construction of new nu-
clear powerplants.

The President’s plan instead is an en-
ergy tax and renewable mandates that
would force us to build more giant
wind turbines. Wind turbines work
some places. They don’t work in my
part of the country. The wind doesn’t
blow enough, and we don’t want to see
them on our mountaintops. I am a
sponsor of Senator CARDIN’S mountain-
top removal bill. We don’t want people
blowing up our mountaintops and
dumping the tops of the mountains in
our streams. We don’t want them put-
ting 50-story wind turbines that don’t
turn more than 19 percent of the time
up there either. So there is a growing
recognition that in addition to the
unreliability of renewable energy, the
energy sprawl on our landscape is
something we should think about.

One thing we should think about is
think about where to put renewable en-
ergy installations, to make sure they
are in appropriate places. The other
thing to think about is are there any
alternatives to renewable energy. The
answer, of course, is, yes, there are al-
ternatives to renewable energy. The
principal one is nuclear power.

Let me be specific. In order to make
20 percent of our electricity in the
United States from carbon-free
sources, we could either build about
186,000 wind turbines—these are 50 sto-
ries tall—that would cover an area
about the size of West Virginia. Or we
could build 100 new nuclear reactors.
We have 104 today. Remember, China is
building 132. Today, nuclear produces
about 20 percent of all our electricity;
wind provides about 1.3 percent.

Nuclear power is baseload power be-
cause it operates 90 percent of the
time. That means we could have it on
almost all the time. Wind power is
intermittent. It only works when and
where the wind blows and there is no
way today to commercially store large
amounts of that electricity.

Nuclear, as I mentioned earlier, oper-
ates 90 percent of the time. Wind oper-
ates about 33 percent of the time.

When you read that you have 1,000
megawatts of electricity from nuclear,
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that means you have 900 megawatts be-
cause it operates 90 percent of the
time. When you read you have 1,000
megawatts of wind, that means you
probably have 300 or 350 megawatts be-
cause it only operates a third of the
time and, as they found in Denmark
and other places, the wind often blows
at night when we don’t need it. We
have lots of unused electricity at
night.

As far as additional infrastructure,
building 100 new nuclear reactors
would take very little new infrastruc-
ture because you could locate them
mostly on the existing sites where we
now have the 104 nuclear reactors we
have today. Wind turbines, on the
other hand, as I said, would take an
area the size of West Virginia, plus
19,000 miles of new transmission lines
that would go from unpopulated areas,
through suburban areas, to populated
areas where people need the elec-
tricity.

What about the Federal subsidy?
Sometimes people say these big new
nuclear plants must have a big federal
subsidy, but the fact is they do not. To
produce the first 100 plants that we
have, they were built without much
federal subsidy. To build 100 more, the
estimates are for $17.5 billion over 10
years, including a capped nuclear pro-
duction tax credit—that would build
the 100 nuclear plants. To build 186,000
wind turbines the taxpayer would shell
out about $170 billion.

We hear a lot of about green jobs,
let’s have renewable electricity be-
cause that produces green jobs. Green
jobs are good jobs. We have two big
new plants in Tennessee that the Gov-
ernor recruited and they make
polysilicone, which is for the purpose
of making solar panels. We hope solar
energy works and we believe it will.
Today it costs four to five times in our
area what other electricity costs, but
we hope the price comes down and we
are all for that. But the estimate for
nuclear’s green jobs to build 100 reac-
tors would be about 250,000 construc-
tion jobs. To build 180,000 1.5 megawatt
wind turbines would be about a third of
that, 73,000 construction jobs, and then
70,000 permanent jobs for nuclear and
77,000 permanent jobs for the wind tur-
bines. They would be about the same.

The lifetime of a nuclear plant is
about 60 to 80 years. The lifetime of the
wind turbines is about 20 to 25 years.
At a recent hearing which was chaired
by the Senator from California, we
talked with the Interior Secretary
about the possibility of bonds for the
developers who are putting up these
186,000 turbines. What if they wear out
after 15 or 20 years, which is what they
are expected to do? Or what if policies
change? Or what if subsidies disappear?
Or what if we decide we prefer other
forms of energy? Who is going to take
them down? We need to think about
that, just as we did not think about
abandoned mines all over the country—
47,000 alone in California.

Then there is the visual impact I
mentioned. If you build 100 big nuclear
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powerplants, 100 reactors, they have
tall cooling towers. There is a visual
impact there. But you do it mostly on
the sites where the 104 are today, where
they are well accepted by the people in
those communities and it is only 100 of
them and it only takes about 100
square miles. Mr. President, 186,000
wind turbines would cover 25,000 square
miles, which is an area the size of West
Virginia.

I hope as we proceed, after health
care, to our debate on energy and cli-
mate change, that we will take a more
realistic attitude. I am one of those
Senators who believe climate change is
a problem. I believe humans are con-
tributing to it. I think it is time for us
to stop emitting so much carbon into
the air. But I would like for us to do
that in a low-cost, sensible way that
permits us to keep our jobs in this
country and not in a high-cost way
that causes us to drive jobs overseas,
looking for cheap energy. Every single
Republican Senator has endorsed an
energy plan that is, No. 1, 100 new nu-
clear powerplants in 20 years; No. 2,
electrify half our cars and trucks in 20
years; No. 3, offshore exploration for
natural gas, which is low carbon and
oil—we should use our own while we
use it; and, No. 4, doubling research
and development for alternative en-
ergy. How can we make solar cost-com-
petitive? How can we find a way to re-
capture carbon from coal plants? How
can we have advanced biofuels? How
can we find the fourth generation of
nuclear energy that recycles used nu-
clear fuel in a way that doesn’t produce
any plutonium?

It is not just the 40 Republican Sen-
ators who are interested in that. I have
had a number of Democratic Senators
talk with me about that. Many were
far out in front of the issue before I
began to speak so much about it.

My hope would be that, as we look
more seriously at the issue of climate
change and energy, that we adopt a
low-cost energy strategy. We don’t
need an energy tax that raises
everybody’s electric bill. We don’t need
a renewable energy mandate that re-
quires us to put up wind turbines in the
Southeast, where the wind doesn’t
blow, anymore than we need a nuclear
energy mandate that requires people to
put up nuclear plants where people
don’t want them or a hydroelectric
mandate that requires States to put up
dams where there is no river. We need
a low-cost, clean energy policy. Almost
every other major country in the world
is deciding that nuclear power is the
key to the future.

Wind is a supplement. One day solar
may be widely used as supplement. But
for baseload power for a prosperous
country there is no choice, in my view.
So climate change may be the incon-
venient problem, as my friend and fel-
low Tennessean, Al Gore, says. But nu-
clear power, I am afraid, is the incon-
venient solution, and I hope we will
move to the day when the President of
the United States will go to a summit
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on climate and say: Yes, we are build-
ing wind turbines in appropriate
places; yes, we are having solar ther-
mal panels in appropriate places; yes,
we have doubled and tripled our invest-
ment in research and development for
alternative energy. But as the country
that invented low-cost, reliable, clean,
carbon-free nuclear energy, I, the
President of the United States, have
set as a goal that we will double the
amount of electricity we will produce
from nuclear power.

If the President went to Copenhagen
and said we were committed to build
100 new nuclear powerplants in 20 years
and to electrify half our cars and
trucks in 20 years, just implementing
those two goals would get us close to
the Kyoto Protocol standards in 2030;
just implementing those two goals—100
new nuclear plants and electrifying
half our cars and trucks—and we can
do both. We already did both. Between
1970 and 1990 we built 104 reactors, not
to mention the 81 U.S. Navy vessels
powered by nuclear reactors, so we
have done that. Most experts, including
many in the Obama administration,
agree we can electrify half our cars and
trucks, and probably without building
one new powerplant because we have so
much unused electricity at night. We
can plug them in at night. We will be
reducing imported oil, keeping the
price of fuel low, we will be cleaning
the air, and we will be dealing with
global warming.

So why are we engaged in a 1,000-page
energy tax, a cap-and-trade system
that doesn’t effectively deal with fuel,
that adds to taxes, and it runs jobs
overseas, when we have before us the
technology we invented that would
lead us into the next century?

So I hope those issues evolve. I have
seen that sometimes we do not have
the votes on this side of the aisle, but
we have the right message. Sometimes
we find if we work with our colleagues
on the other side, we can have the
same message.

So I believe there are many Demo-
crats and all of the Republicans who
will join in setting a new national goal
of 100 new nuclear plants in the next 20
years. I believe we already have con-
sensus on electrifying half of our cars
and trucks. So if that will help us
reach the climate change goals, why
don’t we do that instead of a national
goal that raises the price of energy, in-
creases poverty, runs jobs overseas,
and causes all sorts of unanticipated
problems?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, one
of my delights has been to work with
the distinguished ranking member. I
think anyone who was listening to this
does see his erudition and knowledge
on this particular subject. So I would
like to thank him and commend him
for his remarks. Senator ALEXANDER is
correct. If we are going to address glob-
al warming, all of the options have to
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be on the table and we have to rethink
and relook at nuclear power as being a
viable alternative as a clean fuel.

What has surprised me today is that
so many people do not believe we face
an emergency. So I have spent quite a
bit of time trying to go back and look
at global warming, look at books writ-
ten by scientists, talk with people who
have knowledge, who have expertise.
And I have come to the conclusion
that, unfortunately, it is real, that it is
happening, and that it is substantially
impacting our Earth. So since there is
no one on the floor of the Senate wish-
ing to offer an amendment—and I
would be very happy to cease and de-
sist should there be someone on the
floor wishing to offer an amendment—
I would like to say a few words about
what I see happening kind of as, not a
contretemps to what the Senator said
but as a supporter of what he has said.

I think the science, as I said, is over-
whelming. Our climate is changing.
The Earth’s climate has, in fact,
warmed by 1.1 to 1.6 degrees Fahr-
enheit since the industrial revolution.
People look at this and say: Oh, that is
not very much. In fact, it is very much,
and it changes the dynamic. It impacts
species. It kills some. It diminishes the
carbon sink of the ocean. It does a
number of things. But let me read to
you something that the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change
warned in 2007.

Warming of the climate system is un-
equivocal. Observational evidence from all
continents and most oceans show that many
natural systems are being affected by re-
gional climate change.

So I just pulled a few charts, and I
would like to put them up and show
them to you, which is the evidence of
the change in our climate.

This is the Greenland Ice Sheet. The
year is 1979. Since 1979, 30 percent of
the ice sheet has melted. Here is Green-
land in 1979, both the rust color as well
as the interior. Here it is in 2007.

The source is the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration. So
this is an actual rendering. It is pretty
clear how much has melted. Here is the
Arctic at the end of the 2007 ice melt.
The sea ice cover was 23 percent small-
er than it was in 2005 and 39 percent
below the long-term average from 1979
to the year 2000.

So here is the whole Arctic ice sheet.
We now know the Northwest Passage is
open and is open for the first time in
history all during the year. You can
see in 2005 the Arctic went all of the
way out. 2007, here it is. The source of
this is the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

These are a couple of satellite photos
from intelligence. We have large sat-
ellites in the air. They have photo-
graphed, as part of a project, some of
the melt. This happens to be the Beau-
fort Sea, both in August of 2001 and
2007.

This site near the edge of the ice
pack in summer as shown here has
ponds of melted water forming on the
surface. These dark pools absorb more
of the summertime solar radiation
than does the surrounding ice, enhanc-
ing melting.
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So observations of sea ice conditions
reveal considerable year-to-year varia-
bility. But these images display the
variability with regard to the amount
of melting and are an example of the
long-term sequential record needed to
support and understand this dynamic
system. So pond coverage, monitored
over time, contributes to the estimate.
But this is the Beaufort Sea in 2001,
and here it is in 2007. The dark is all
open water. I think it is pretty clear.

This other satellite photo is of Bar-
row, AK. Here we see the Chukchi Sea
in 2006, and it is pretty clear. Here it is
in July of 2007, as photographed by a
U.S. satellite. What they say is sea ice
forms along the coast in the winter and
generally melts or is breaking away by
mid-July. Observation of sea ice re-
veals considerable year-to-year varia-
bility.

This is similar to the other one, but
I think this really shows the difference
in satellite photographs, and there is a
project to continue from the atmos-
phere to prove the change in the ice
map and the breakup of ice masses. So
we know Greenland is melting at an ex-
traordinary pace.

This week NOAA’s National Climatic
Data Center announced that the
world’s ocean surface temperature this
summer was the warmest ever re-
corded. These records date back to 1880.

In the Arctic, researchers have found that
the widely documented summer shrinking
which I have just showed you again resulted
in the first ever opening of the Northwest
Passage.

In 2007, the winter thickness of that
sea ice diminished by a record 19 per-
cent in one winter, and scientists fear
if the glaciers of Antarctica and Green-
land melt at the same time, sea levels
could rise by 20 feet. People say: Oh,
that cannot possibly happen. I tell my
constituents when they come: If you
live near a beach in California, imagine
what happens if the worldwide sea lev-
els move up by 20 feet? In fact, some of
this movement is already being felt in
some of the Southern Pacific Islands,
with people even making arrangements
to move from those islands.

In California we have seen a dramatic
increase in catastrophic wildfires. I
have spoken about that on the Senate
floor. I have spoken about it to my
ranking member. We have spoken
about it in committee. We believe this
bill meets the challenge because for
the first time it funds the fire suppres-
sion needs of the Forest Service.

But in the last b years, wildfires have
burned more than 10,000 homes in Cali-
fornia alone. Scientists now are pre-
dicting a 70- to 90-percent diminution
of the Sierra snow pack. This is impor-
tant because the Sierra Nevada Moun-
tains provide the water for most of
California. As a matter of fact, it pro-
vides the water for two-thirds of the
State. That water could be lost due to
climate change. At the same time an-
nual rainfalls are decreasing, and the
State’s forests are burning up like
never before. Here is the point: Can
this warming be stopped? I have read a
lot about it. I have talked to many peo-
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ple. I have talked to scientists I respect
very much. What they tell me is it can-
not be diminished, but it might be able
to be controlled.

The reason for this is that carbon re-
leased into the atmosphere does not
dissipate. It has remained in the at-
mosphere since the beginning of the in-
dustrial revolution. So as carbon be-
gins to pile up in the atmosphere, it
creates the warming, and it also cre-
ates the potential catastrophe.

So what do we do? We need to begin
by reducing emissions of carbon, and
that is pretty clear now. I have seen no
serious science that diminishes this at
this point in time. Instead, what they
tell me is that we need to reduce emis-
sions by 65 to 80 percent below 1990 lev-
els, and all by the middle of this cen-
tury.

That translates to a goal of 450 parts
per million of carbon dioxide in the at-
mosphere. So I think, as Senator ALEX-
ANDER alluded to, there is no single
policy we can implement to curb our
Nation’s emissions, no silver bullet.
Rather, we need all the tools available,
and this includes laws designed to pro-
tect the public from dangerous air pol-
lution like the Clean Air Act.

Global warming is real. It is hap-
pening today. It is being charted by our
satellites. It is being charted by our
scientists. It is being charted by those
of us in this body, and I think the real
key is if we are ready to admit that
fact and take the action to make the
necessary conversion.

The Senator from Tennessee just
spoke, I think eloquently, about the
merits of nuclear power. I am one who
believed originally that the human ele-
ment and the waste element was such
that it was not a viable alternative
source. I no longer believe that. I think
it is a viable alternative source, if we
can fix the permit process that enables
state-of-the-art nuclear technology to
be built in a relatively short period of
time.

The yield from a nuclear plant, as we
know, of clean energy is very large in-
deed. So that is a positive thing. We
are debating now the placement of
solar facilities: where they should go,
how big they should be, and this is cut-
ting edge for us. We have talked about
it. T have indicated my concern about
projects that are too big, like 20 square
miles in pristine areas of the California
desert that we have been trying to pro-
tect with public funds over time.

We have learned that the largest
solar facilities are perhaps 250
megawatts. So if you have them way
up to 800, 1,000, this is without prece-
dent. So we need to discuss if this is
wise. If so, where should they be? What
is the upside? What is the downside? Do
they require new transmission cor-
ridors or are our existing transmission
corridors adequate?

So I think these are the kinds of dis-
cussions that are most fruitful, how we
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deal with the present circumstances. I
hope that more Members of this body
recognize it is only a question of time.

I remember the days when there was
never a funnel cloud off the coast of
California. Now people report that they
see funnel clouds off the coast of Cali-
fornia. Of course, one of the results of
global warming is volatility increases
of weather patterns. Raindrops are big-
ger, more volatile. Hurricanes, torna-
does are more volatile. We have to
begin to deal with that.

There are people who believe the
Earth is immutable, that the Earth
will not change. Again, as I go back
and read the literature and go back 255
million years, what is posited is that
there was effectively one land mass on
Earth and, geologically, that can be
shown today. Yet various events have
broken up the land masses. Volcanic
activity that produces some of the
greatest mountain ranges in the world
also is believed to be responsible for
the separation of the continents mil-
lions of years ago. I don’t know, but
this is much of what we see as we read
some of the scientific material.

I do not believe the Earth is immu-
table. That is what has been so inter-
esting about foraging into Mars to try
to see if Mars ever, in fact, had water
on it. Time is infinite. Therefore, one
never knows when the planet Earth
was born, what it was like when it was
born, how it has changed over the mil-
lennia. One thing we know in the in-
stant of this millennia we share, we
have a problem, and we have to solve
it.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee
for bringing to the debate what is a
valuable alternative source of energy
that should be continued, just as wind,
just as solar, just as biofuels, and just
as moving away from the internal com-
bustion engine into hydrogen, elec-
tricity, those things which can guar-
antee our future.

The one thing that is frightening
about all this is we will not do it fast
enough and we will not do it in a way
that is able to stop the climate change
which is now taking place, halt it. We
can’t reverse it but halt it. The time
has come for the United States to take
a leadership role. We have a big con-
ference at the end of the year, which
we have briefly discussed, where na-
tions will come together and where
they will look at the United States and
say: You are the wealthiest country on
Earth. You have 5 percent of the popu-
lation, but you use 25 percent of the en-
ergy. Therefore, you have an obligation
to lead. Certainly, the Chinese will be-
lieve this, although, as the Senator has
pointed out, the Chinese have rapidly
overtaken the United States in their
release of global warming gases. But
certainly India looks to us as well. So
China, India, the big developing coun-
tries that so impact the release of glob-
al warming gases, it is very important
that our President stand tall, that the
United States stands tall and that we
are willing to offer real leadership to
the world.
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Whether this happens remains a ci-
pher, but I very much hope and pray it
does.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee
for his remarks. I am happy to make
this small addition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I congratulate the
Senator from California. She is charac-
teristically balanced in her approach
and passionate about it which becomes
a former mayor who is accustomed to
making practical decisions. We have
all had to change our minds about
some things as we go along. There is in
this body an entire range of views
about climate change. Some are about
ready to jump off the cliff. Others be-
lieve it is a complete hoax. That is
probably the way it is in the country
today among a variety of views.

My own view is that if I had this
much information about my house
probably catching on fire, I would buy
some fire insurance. What we need to
do in the Senate is say: Yes, it is a
problem, and we are helping to cause
it. What makes the most practical
sense for dealing with it in a rapid way
without running our jobs overseas
where they are looking for cheap en-
ergy?

There are a variety of ways to do
that. I totally agree that renewable en-
ergies are an important new source,
but we need to be smart about it. One
way to be smart is intensive research.
We may find a way to make solar
power a fourth the cost of what it is
today. Then we have rooftops instead
of thousands of square miles of thermal
powerplants we can use. We may find
cost effective ways to recapture carbon
from coal plants. That would be a
blessing not only for us but for the
world because it would mean low-cost
energy without polluting the world. It
is important to recognize that the
Obama administration’s chief scientist,
Dr. Chu, the Nobel Prize-winning phys-
icist, says unequivocally that nuclear
power is safe and used nuclear fuel can
be safely stored onsite for 40 to 60
years, while we have a mini Manhattan
project to find the best way to recycle
that used nuclear fuel, most likely in a
way that doesn’t produce highly en-
riched uranium of the kind that causes
proliferation concerns.

So the two questions often raised re-
garding nuclear power—what to do
with the waste and is it safe. The chief
scientist in this administration says
those concerns aren’t a problem. If
that is the case, then nuclear power
has to be a big part of the solution.

I am delighted I had a chance to hear
the Senator speak on climate change. I
hope, as we talk more about this over
the next several months, we can agree
on a consensus and permit the Presi-
dent to go to international summits
and show the United States is actually
leading.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Once again, Mr.
President, I thank my colleague, the
ranking member, the distinguished
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Senator from Tennessee, for his com-
ments. I agree with him.

The floor is open. We are going back
and forth using the time, but I don’t
want Members to believe that if they
come to the floor to offer an amend-
ment, we will not promptly hear their
amendment. The floor is open. So,
please, if you have an amendment,
come to the floor. The filing deadline is
in 36 minutes. Hopefully, we will know
what we are facing in about 36 minutes.
We would like to move this bill and
move on to Defense appropriations.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNIZING ANGEL FLIGHT AND MACK SECORD

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President,
I rise today to recognize the great
work that is done by the Angel Flight
organization and, in particular, one of
its Georgia members, Mack Secord. In
the world of nonprofits, Angel Flight
stands out for its determination to
bring those in need lifesaving medical
care. In a world of dedicated volun-
teers, Mack Secord stands out for cou-
pling his passion for flying with his
passion to help his fellow man.

Angel Flight’s creed is that the cost
of travel should never stand in the way
of patients receiving necessary medical
care. Through a network of volunteer
pilots, Angel Flight specializes in fly-
ing those in need to medical facilities
at distant locations.

In Georgia, we are proud that the
DeKalb Peachtree Airport in metro At-
lanta is home to Angel Flight, the
original volunteer pilot organization
serving those who live in or traveling
to or through Georgia, Alabama, Mis-
sissippi, Tennessee, and the Carolinas.

Since the year 2000, Angel Flight’s
missions of hope have increased more
than 760 percent. Last year, these gen-
erous volunteer pilots flew 2,266 mis-
sions, serving patients with 167 dif-
ferent medical conditions who ranged
in age from newborn to 100 years old.

In some of our Nation’s most trying
hours, the pilots and coordinators of
Angel Flight were there. In the after-
math of 9/11, they transported relief
workers, firefighters, Red Cross per-
sonnel, and FBI agents to New York
and Washington when commercial air
traffic was grounded. They served as
first responders during Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita, flying 450 relief mis-
sions that carried supplies, medical
equipment, and volunteers into dis-
aster areas, and reunited families sepa-
rated by the storms.
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In recognition of the service of its
volunteers, Angel Flight received
awards from the Red Cross and the Na-
tional Aeronautic Association.

One of Angel Flight’s dedicated vol-
unteers is Mack Secord of Atlanta.
Simply put, Mack’s life has always
been about service. He is one of the
original 15 pilots of Angel Flight of
Georgia. But before he found his call-
ing transporting adults and children to
hospitals, burn centers, and cancer
treatment facilities, Mack had another
calling: his country. Mack spent 42
years as a pilot in the U.S. Air Force.
For 5 of those years, he served as the
Air Force’s senior spokesman at the
Pentagon.

Flying and helping others have al-
ways been Mack’s twin passions. In
1964, while in the Air Force, he partici-
pated in a daring humanitarian airlift
in the Congo that saved more than 2,000
people who had been taken hostage.
For his efforts, Mack and his col-
leagues received the prestigious
Mackay Trophy awarded by the Air
Force for the most meritorious flight
of the year.

Since 1985, Mack has donated his
time, his Cessna 180, and the cost of his
fuel to Angel Flight. On his first mis-
sion, he picked up a little boy in Co-
lumbus, GA, who had terrible burns on
his face and body from pulling a frying
pan off a stove. Mack says he didn’t
know burn patients require continuing
treatment. He said:

I realized during the first flight that this
was an important service and that I could
make a difference.

Mack is a one-man cheering section
for Angel Flight. He spreads the word
to the Lions Clubs, Kiwanis Clubs, Ro-
tary Clubs, pilots associations, schools,
churches, and anyone who will listen.
He jokes that he will give his 20-minute
PowerPoint presentation to any group
of people who will sit still. This re-
markable man also volunteers at the
Hartsfield-Jackson Airport USO, works
at the Atlanta Community Food Bank,
and participates in a program to read
to the blind. But his first love is flying.

Last August, Mack received the
Wright Brothers Master Pilot Award
from the FAA to commemorate 50
years of flying without accidents, inci-
dents, or violations. In October, Mack
was given the first-ever Lifetime
Achievement Award from Angel Flight,
marking his 23 years of service. Fit-
tingly, it will be renamed the ‘‘Mack
Secord Award.” Just this month, Mack
was honored with the National Aero-
nautical Association’s Public Benefit
Flying Award for decades of going
above and beyond as a volunteer pilot,
bringing lifesaving medical care to
families in need. This recognition
couldn’t come to a more deserving or-
ganization than Angel Flight, nor to a
more deserving individual than Mack
Secord.

On behalf of those who need help,
thanks to Angel Flight, and to Mack
Secord, for letting your passion for
service take flight and for making hope
soar.
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With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
wish to share a few thoughts about the
process we are going through and the
impact it is having on spending by the
U.S. Government. We are at a rate that
everyone agrees is unsustainable.

Worse than that, I think it is irre-
sponsible, and we do not need to be
doing the things we are doing now. I
object. The ramp-up in discretionary
spending for the appropriations in fis-
cal year 2010 is unprecedented. We
know we have the biggest deficits we
have ever had in the history of the Re-
public. Now we are passing more appro-
priations bills that will take effect
next year that will have unprecedented
spending levels. For example, the agri-
culture bill; I have always tried to sup-
port Agriculture Appropriations in the
Senate. I have not always been able to
do so. It had an increase of 14.5 percent.
At that rate, spending on agriculture
will double in 5 years. The average in-
crease in agricultural spending, com-
pounded over the past 7 years, from
2003 through 2009, was just 2.1 percent.
So we have 14 percent.

Now we have the Interior and EPA
funding and their increases this year in
the bill before us today, which is 16.6
percent. What is inflation? Two percent
or less. That is a 16-percent spending
increase in 1 year. At that rate, spend-
ing for Interior and EPA would double
every 4 to 5 years. Within this bill, the
increase for the EPA is 33 percent. I
guess that would double in 2 to 3 years.
Since EPA was added to the Interior fi-
nancing in 2006, it is difficult to com-
pare—at least prior to that. However,
we have added EPA funding to the In-
terior funding to get a comparison over
previous years. The average annual in-
crease in Interior-EPA Appropriations,
from 2001 to 2009, is 1 percent but this
year 16.6 percent. And we have the
largest deficit in the history of the Re-
public this year.

When we pass a stimulus bill that is
huge, in terms of additional spending,
that is not being counted in what I am
making reference to today.

We also passed the Transportation
HUD bill, commonly called the THUD
bill. Looking at its configuration for
the past 3 years, we are able to con-
clude how that developed. From 1995 to
2009, we have seen a b.2-percent average
increase in discretionary spending—>5.2
over the last 8 years. This year, what
do you think it is? It is 23 percent. At
a 23-percent rate, spending for high-
ways in America would double in 3 to 4
years.

Why is this important? Let me back
up one more time and mention the
stimulus package. We passed, this
yvear—the President insisted on it, and
he was able to force it through—an $800
billion stimulus package. It was sup-
posed to be to fix our crumbling infra-
structure, our highways and bridges.
Did you know only 4 percent or less of
that $800 billion went to highways and

S9711

bridges? That was a flimflam. The
number I am talking about in the basic
highway budget we passed, I guess, a
few weeks ago, that bill has a 23-per-
cent increase, in addition to the money
they got out of the stimulus package.

To show you how large that $800 bil-
lion is—the stimulus package—spend-
ing only 4 percent on highways in-
creased the Federal highway funding
by about 40 percent. It may be more.
You can say: Well, Jeff, the economy
isn’t doing well, so we need to spend
more money. I submit that we are
spending money to a degree that it is
putting a cloud over the future of our
Nation, and people who are involved in
finance and investment and business
are worried not about what is going to
happen in the next year but about what
is going to happen in the next 5 to 10
years. How can we sustain something
that is unsustainable? The administra-
tion said this cannot be sustained and
Democratic Senators have said it. Cer-
tainly, I say it.

In 2008, the entire national debt from
the beginning of the founding of our
Nation through 2008 was $5.8 trillion.
According to our Congressional Budget
Office, which I believe is a fair and im-
partial group, they calculated the
President’s budget and what it would
mean to the deficit. They concluded
that in 5 years—and the President sub-
mitted a 10-year budget—that would
double to $11.8 trillion. That which we
took over 200 years to accumulate—$5.8
billion—would be doubled in 5 years.
By 2019, 10 years from now, it would
triple to $17.3 trillion in debt.

The road we are on today will triple
the national debt. I am not making up
these numbers. These are the Congres-
sional Budget Office numbers. It is
stunning. In fact, it is based on the as-
sumption that unemployment would
top out at about 8 percent. What are we
moving to now? About 10 percent. It
also assumed a vigorous bounce-back
in economic growth next year, which it
doesn’t look like we are going to get.
So the results of those numbers can be
worse than it appears here because the
economy isn’t coming back as rapidly
as we would like it to.

It is hard to figure this. Some might
say: I am unable to understand this,
Sessions. How much money is this? A
trillion dollars doesn’t mean much to
me.

Well, we spend less than $100 billion a
year on education now. We spend about
$40 billion on highways. Do you know
how much we spend on interest on the
debt? People think you can just print
the money, and that is not what hap-
pens. We borrow. We sell Treasury bills
and notes; people buy them and we
have to pay them interest. Right now,
interest rates are pretty low. It is ex-
pected those interest rates are going to
increase from the financial sector on
Wall Street, and the CBO, which cal-
culates these numbers—everybody as-
sumes the interest rates will go up
some. How much, we don’t know. They
took a moderate increase in interest
rates.
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In 2009, this year, the interest on our
debt is expected to be $170 billion. That
is going to go up every year. Why? Be-
cause the deficit this year is going to
be about $1.8 trillion. We have never
had such a deficit in the history of the
Republic. Last year, we had a $450 bil-
lion deficit, the largest deficit in the
history of the Republic. This year, it
will be $1.8 trillion. What does that
mean? We have to borrow that money.

Over the 10-year budget window, as
assumed by the CBO, the deficits will
never fall below $600 billion. In fact, it
will average over $900 billion—almost
$1 trillion a year. That is how you get
to $17 trillion after 10 years. So we
have to borrow that money in the
world marketplace. Countries such as
China bought huge amounts of our
Treasury. We pay them interest on
that money. What does this mean over
the 10 years? I think this can help the
American people understand how siz-
able this debt is.

As I noted, we spend $100 billion on
education federally and $40 billion on
transportation. This year, 2009, we
spent $170 billion on interest. In 2009,
under the red line here on the chart, it
will be $799 billion—$800 billion—money
that we used to be in a position to do
things with, such as build roads and do
other things the Nation needs. That is
now going to have to be spent every
year—$800 billion—to pay interest.
That is why Alan Greenspan, Wall
Street experts, Ben Bernanke, and oth-
ers have said this is unsustainable; we
cannot continue this course.

What do we get from the Appropria-
tions Committee and the Senate lead-
ership? We get an Interior bill that in-
creases funding 16.6 percent. That is
not acceptable. That is simply too
much spending. As I indicated, a lot of
money is being pumped into Interior
and environmental appropriations from
this $800 billion stimulus. I am not
counting that. This is baseline spend-
ing. So next year, if somebody in this
Congress were to have an epiphany and
become frugal, and we cut the budget
and don’t increase it a bit, what will be
the average increase over 2 years? It
would be 8 percent. That is totally un-
acceptable.

In the last 3 years, spending for inte-
rior and the environment, 2007 had a
5.6-percent increase; in 2008, a 3.7-per-
cent increase; last year, minus 2.9. So
you are averaging far less than that.
This is a thunderous increase in spend-
ing in this Appropriations bill. I cannot
support it. There are a lot of good
things in this legislation, and I would
like to support it. But I will not vote
for a bill that increases discretionary
spending by 16 percent.

Has anybody been in a townhall late-
ly and talked to their constituents?
How concerned are they? They think
we have lost our minds up here. Have
we not? Is the message not getting
through? Look at this highway bill—a
23-percent increase in HUD and high-
way spending. It is 23 percent, and that
doesn’t include the stimulus money,
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which amounts to a 40-percent increase
on top of that. This is baseline spend-
ing. When you put it in the baseline
and do not make it an emergency,
stimulus spending, you have created
momentum for continuing increases in
the future. How many people think we
are going to cut spending for next
year? How many people think we will
have spending for HUD and transpor-
tation that will be below or equal to
the inflation rate?

Unless the American people get heard
soon, we will have another budget with
a big increase. We have never seen 23
percent and those kinds of baseline ex-
penditures before. I don’t want to go on
anymore at length. I don’t want to vote
against these bills. I would like to vote
for the good things in them. But we
have to simply recognize what we are
doing is unacceptable. The American
people are furious with us. They are
rightly furious with us. We need to get
our act together. When we had a short-
age, one of the most significant votes I
recall we took—it was so irrespon-
sible—was when Senator VITTER, from
Louisiana, offered an amendment that
said the shortage in gas tax revenue
that we find with the highway bill,
that should be made up by taking
money from the stimulus package.
That had been unspent—$800 billion. If
it only takes $20 billion or something
such as that, that is what the bill was
supposed to be for—crumbling infra-
structure. He proposed that and it was
voted down. Why? Because they did not
want to take a dime out of the $800 bil-
lion stimulus bill, even if it was not
spent, and they wanted to fill that gap
with more debt. Since we are already
in deficit, to find another $20 billion or
so to complete the highway bill over
the next year or two, we just have to
increase the debt. That is what we have
been doing. It is an unsustainable
course.

I urge my colleagues to begin to say
no. Let’s vote no on this legislation.
Let’s start sending the American peo-
ple a message that we hear their con-
cerns, we know their concerns are le-
gitimate and right, and it is time for us
to be responsible.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Madam President,
I understand I cannot call up an
amendment right now because of the
rules that are currently in place, but I
wish to speak about an amendment I
will be offering at a later time when
the rules permit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Madam President,
the amendment I will be offering
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speaks to what I see as a very fun-
damentally flawed process in our ap-
propriations in Congress. I am not in
the majority in this body as it relates
to the subject of earmarks. I realize I
am one of very few in my party and a
few more but not a whole lot on the
other side of the aisle who do not par-
ticipate in the earmarking process.

I hope my amendment is calling at-
tention to how this process is flawed
and why we need to change the process.
There are many problems with the
process, but two of them I am going to
speak briefly about today.

One, the process is fundamentally un-
fair. It is rather mysterious how much
money gets set aside for earmarks and
who does it and where it happens. It is
even more mysterious as to how the de-
cision is made as to how the earmarks
are distributed among the Members.

I point out that in looking at the ap-
propriations bills that we have handled
so far, it is very clear that the process
is heavily weighted toward the Mem-
bers who serve as appropriators. I get
that. That is part of the culture that
has grown up around earmarking; that
is, if you are an appropriator, you are
entitled to get more. I am not sure
that is a good way to spend public
money, but I think it is important to
point out that is the process.

Fifty percent of all the earmarks in
this bill are going to the members of
the committee. Last week, it was even
more egregious. I don’t think most
Members realized when we voted on the
T-HUD bill, the Transportation, Hous-
ing and Urban Development bill last
week, that in the Transportation part
of the bill, there was $1.6 billion in ear-
marks. Over 50 percent of that money
went to four Members, four States. So
out of 50 States, four States got more
than half of all the money. Well, when
I tell that to people in Missouri, they
say: Huh? How does that happen? How
can that happen? And I frankly don’t
have a very good answer for them.

The other problem I wish to call to
the attention of my colleagues today is
not just the process as it relates to how
earmarks are distributed but where
these earmarks come from. This money
is not growing on a secret tree some-
where that we are harvesting. It is
coming out of programs. It is coming
out of budgets. One of the things I
found most troubling is that many of
these earmarks are coming out of com-
petitive grant programs or formula
grant programs.

Formula is a formula because there
is a way that is predictable about how
the money is distributed—based on the
size of the State, based on population;
depending on the program, based on ge-
ography. It is a formula everybody un-
derstands. Taking money out of a for-
mula to fund earmarks takes it from a
predictable process based on merit to a
very unpredictable process based on
who you are.

The same thing with competitive
grant programs. Competitive grant
programs are ones where merit is sup-
posed to rule the day based on criteria
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set forth. The amendment I will offer
basically wipes out the earmarks in
one of these competitive grant pro-
grams. The program I am referring to
is a great program—it is called Save
America’s Treasures. It was created by
executive order in 1998. It is a public-
private partnership, and there are spe-
cific criteria as to what a project has
to have in order to qualify for this
money—3$20 million.

This is a small example. I admit this
is not going to change anything, as we
keep talking about bending the cost
curve, but it is a great example of what
I am talking about. It began as a com-
petitive program and it has begun to
morph into something more than a
competitive program because now half
of the money this year will be ear-
marked, leaving only $10 million for a
competitive program.

So if your State doesn’t get an ear-
mark, either in the House or the Sen-
ate, in the bill, then the chances of
your State getting any money out of
this program have been cut in half. It
is only $10 million for the entire coun-
try for these grants which are to re-
store America’s historic treasures
across the country. That is a problem.

Is this an isolated problem? No. No.
In fairness to this subcommittee, this
is a little problem compared to some of
the other competitive grant programs
that have been raided for earmarking.
The hijacking of public money for ear-
marking from the competitive grant
bus is going on everywhere, and let me
give another couple of examples.

Last week, when we did the Trans-
portation, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Appropriations bill, there were
two good examples. They are programs
that began to provide competition to
valued programs across the country.
The first one is the Neighborhood Ini-
tiatives at HUD, the Housing and
Urban Development Department. In
1998, Congress created this program.
The interesting thing is it was created
to help people who were doing welfare-
to-work projects. Great intentions;
great program.

Ironically, HUD began granting these
awards to people based on the competi-
tive criterion that Congress had given
them. Congress passes the program,
funds the program, and tells HUD these
are the competitive bases on which you
should make these grants. There were
no earmarks in the program at all in
1999—none—after Congress created the
program. Beginning in 2001, however,
every dime in this program under the
Neighborhood Initiatives Program has
gone to earmarks. Once again, a com-
petitive merit process morphs over into
a completely earmarked process.

How about another example of a pro-
gram—the Economic Development Ini-
tiative, also in HUD. Congress intro-
duced the program in 1994; once again,
a congressional program. Funds were
to be awarded competitively, and for
the first couple of years they were. EDI
funds were awarded competitively.
Congress started earmarking the ac-
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count beginning in 1998. By 2001, the
entire account was earmarked. So Con-
gress began it as a good idea, and said
do it competitively. By 2001, competi-
tion was gone.

Ironically, the statute that sets out
the criteria for competitive EDI is still
on the books. It is still in the law, but
we no longer follow it because there
has been a decision to morph that com-
petitive program into an earmark pro-
gram. I think that competition is a
good thing, and this isn’t about a bu-
reaucrat somewhere sprinkling fairy
dust and supplementing their judgment
for the judgment of Congress.

In fact, the examples I have given are
programs that were designed to be
competitive, and in two or three in-
stances they were designed to be com-
petitive by Congress itself and then
somehow they have morphed over into
a pecking order of priorities based on
someone’s seniority or the committee
they serve on, or even if they are in
some political trouble. It seems to me
a goofy way to spend money, especially
the public’s money.

I ask my colleagues to consider this
amendment. All it does is restore the
program to a competitive basis and
allow every State to compete on the
same basis for the money in that com-
petitive program. When the time is
right, I will call up the amendment,
once the rules allow me to do so.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.

clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
have consulted with the manager and
the ranking member, and I ask unani-
mous consent to speak as in morning
business for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President,
there is now underway—beginning yes-
terday in the Finance Committee—a
discussion about health care reform. It
is complicated, controversial, difficult,
but important. I know they are work-
ing hard to try to figure out what they
might do to see if they can put some
downward pressure on health care costs
and also to extend coverage to those
who don’t have health coverage.

There has been a lot of generous dis-
cussion on the floor of the Senate. We
have had a so-called Gang of 6, now
there is a gang—a larger number—of
the Finance Committee members, and
soon there will be a gang of 100 Sen-
ators who are trying to consider what
to do about health care issues. We have
had people come to the floor of the
Senate to say there is a proposal for a
government takeover of health care. I
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don’t support that. I don’t believe any-
body has proposed that but, nonethe-
less, we have had people come to the
floor of the Senate saying that is what
is being proposed. I don’t support a
health care reform plan that lifts the
ban on using Federal funding for abor-
tion services. I don’t support govern-
ment rationing of health care. I don’t
believe that has been proposed, al-
though it has been alleged it has been
proposed. I don’t support providing
health care benefits to those who have
come to this country illegally. And I
don’t support doing anything that un-
dermines Medicare for the elderly or in
any way diminishes or undermines VA
health care.

All of these have been discussed by
people who have trotted over to the
floor of the Senate to make allegations
about thing one or another. At some
point we will consider and vote on the
floor of the Senate on legislation that
I think meets the interests of this
country, meets the test of being in the
public interest, and does not represent
a government takeover of health care.
But having said that, let me make a
point that one of the things that has
not been adequately discussed, but will
be, is the issue of price increases for
health care—cost increases—and espe-
cially that portion that relates to pre-
scription drugs.

Let me be quick to say with respect
to prescription drugs that the pharma-
ceutical industry plays a very impor-
tant role in this country. The develop-
ment of prescription drugs some with
private investment funding in research
and development by the pharma-
ceutical industry, some is a result of
what we spend in public funding
through the National Institutes of
Health and then make what we have
learned available to these companies—
all of these in my judgment benefit
this country and reflect the public in-
terest.

The relentless march of increased
costs of health care in virtually all
areas includes the increased cost of
prescription drugs, and the question is:
What do we do about that? There is
very little discussion about it, but I
want to talk about it for a couple of
minutes today.

I have introduced—for some number
of sessions of the Congress now, along
with my colleague on the other side of
the aisle, Senator SNOWE—a piece of
legislation that has had broad bipar-
tisan support. It includes the late Sen-
ator Ted Kennedy as a cosponsor dur-
ing this session of the Congress. It in-
cludes Senator Barack Obama as a co-
sponsor in the last Congress. It in-
cludes Senator JOHN MCCAIN, Senator
JOHN THUNE, and Senator GRASSLEY. It
is bipartisan and has had very broad
support. Yet we have not been able to
get it through the Congress because it
is controversial. Let me describe what
it is. It is legislation that tries to put
some downward pressure on the esca-
lating prices of prescription drugs.
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I understand it is legislation that
causes great concern to the pharma-
ceutical industry. I understand that be-
cause they price prescription drugs in
this country the way they want to
price them, and the way they want to
price them is for brand-name prescrip-
tion drugs we pay the highest prices in
the world by far, not even close.

I have a pretty good description of
that in my desk. These are empty bot-
tles. Let me ask unanimous consent I
be able to show them on the floor of
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. These are bottles in
which Lipitor is deposited. It is made
in Ireland. The company which makes
Lipitor, which is the highest selling
prescription drug for the control of
cholesterol of any drug in the world, I
think—it is very popular.

As we can see this drug is made in a
factory in Ireland and then sent around
the world. This is actually the same
bottle—one is blue and one is red. But
this was sent to Canada and this was
sent to the United States. The only dif-
ference is that in the United States, if
we buy a tablet of Lipitor in this order,
we pay $4.48, and the Canadian con-
sumer pays $1.83.

It is not just the U.S. versus Canada.
It is the U.S. price versus prices almost
anywhere. Again, the same drug put in
the same bottle in a plant sends medi-
cine around the world to Germany,
Italy, Spain, France, England and, yes,
Canada and the United States, and
what is the difference? There is no dif-
ference. It is the same pill put in the
same bottle. The difference is price. We
get to pay double what most other peo-
ple in the world pay for Lipitor. Fair?
Not as far as I am concerned. It does
not make much sense to me.

How do we make that stick? We
make that stick by saying to the
American people: You can’t purchase
that same FDA-approved drug when it
is sold in other parts of the world. You
can’t purchase that for half the price
because we will not allow you to bring
it back into this country because we
are worried, the pharmaceutical indus-
try says, that counterfeit drugs would
come into the country.

Let me talk just a bit about that.
When I say this, I don’t want anybody
to believe our drug supply is unsafe,
but I do want to say this: 40 percent of
the active ingredients in U.S. prescrip-
tion drugs currently come from India
and China. I am going to talk about
that just for a minute. I am saying this
because the pharmaceutical industry
continues—including yesterday as a re-
sult of stories about this—continues to
say if we pass the legislation that a
broad bipartisan group of us want to
pass, that gives the American people
freedom—yes, freedom; the freedom to
purchase the identical FDA-approved
drug from wherever they choose to pur-
chase it—they say if we do that we un-
dermine the safety of prescription
drugs, there are counterfeits, and so
on—safety.
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Forty percent of the active ingredi-
ents in prescription drugs come from
India and China. Last year the Wall
Street Journal did a very large story
and did some first rate journalism, I
might say.

More than half the world’s heparin, the
main ingredient in a widely used anti-clot-
ting medicine, gets its start in China’s poor-
ly regulated supply chain.

So ingredients go into medicine that
comes into this country, heparin in
this case. Let me describe the photo-
graphs in the Wall Street Journal.
They went to find out where the hep-
arin came from.

Here is an example of a man using a
tree branch to stir a caldron of mate-
rial coming from pig intestines that be-
comes heparin, from which the ingre-
dient for heparin is extracted. You can
see the Kkind of facility this is;
uninspected, by the way. Never in-
spected. Pig intestines coming out of
this machine. These are Wall Street
Journal photographs, not mine, that
describe heparin, the active ingredient,
heparin, originating in this sort of un-
regulated area in rural China.

The industry is saying to me if we
pass legislation that requires batch
lots and pedigrees and controls, manu-
facturing controls on anything that
comes in, and chain of custody, some-
how we would injure the safety of the
drug supply? Come on, that is not the
case at all.

In fact, what we will do with the leg-
islation that we have created is dra-
matically improve the safety of all of
our drug supply because of what we
provide for the FDA and what we re-
quire to be done to assure the safety of
the chain of custody for the drug sup-
ply.

Dr. David Kessler, former head of the
FDA, says this about our proposal. The
Dorgan-Snowe bill ‘‘provides a sound
framework for assuring that imported
drugs are safe and effective. Most nota-
bly, it provides additional resources to
the agency to run such a program,
oversight by the FDA of the chain of
custody of imported drugs back to the
FDA-inspected plants, a mechanism to
review imported drugs to ensure that
they meet FDA’s approval standards,
and the registration and oversight of
importers and exporters to assure that
imported drugs meet these standards
and are not counterfeit.”

The question is this: It is not wheth-
er the pharmaceutical industry is a
good industry—it is. It is not whether
it does good things for our country—it
does. I have supported the pharma-
ceutical industry in many ways. I sup-
port the research and development tax
credit from which they benefit. I have
always supported that. I am very inter-
ested in driving more research, so I
support that. I have written that I
would even support an increase in the
patent period in cases where it takes
them longer than it should take to get
their product to market. They do have
a point about that. I am not interested
in injuring anybody, especially this in-
dustry.
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I do think, however, if we are going
to talk about how to deal with the re-
lentless march of increased health care
costs, we cannot ignore the increased
costs of prescription drugs.

The pharmaceutical industry and the
White House had announced a deal by
which the pharmaceutical industry
would contribute $80 billion over 10
years to help pay for what they had de-
scribed. Basically, it is providing a
benefit to help partially fill the so-
called doughnut hole—I know this is
Washington jargon—for senior citizens
in Medicare; to partially fill that it
provides rebates for purchases of
brand-named drugs.

I think that is fine. But that is not a
proxy for trying to restrain the relent-
less increase in the cost of prescription
drugs in this country.

In 2008, the average price increase for
the most widely used brand-name pre-
scription drugs was 8.7 percent, more
than twice the rate of general infla-
tion. The fact is, if we go back we see
what has happened to the cost of these
prescription drugs in our country. It is
up, up, and way up, and too many peo-
ple are having to determine whether
they purchase their medicine or buy
their groceries, or purchase their medi-
cine or pay their rent. I think there are
ways for us to address it.

My colleagues and I are offering leg-
islation when a health care bill comes
to the floor of the Senate. We are going
to offer legislation that will be the
Dorgan-Snowe bill with, I think, some-
where around 30 cosponsors or so, that
is very simple. It simply provides the
freedom for the American consumer to
purchase the FDA-approved drug where
they choose to purchase the drug, and
we outline the countries in which there
is a nearly identical chain of custody
to the chain of custody we have in our
country for prescription drugs, then
provide the resources for the FDA to
monitor and to deal with that.

Second and most important, we pro-
vide requirements for pedigrees and
batch numbers and lot numbers to be
able to trace back prescription drugs.

One of the things we discovered with
the heparin issue is we couldn’t trace it
back to find out where it came